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HON. JANET NAPOLITANO, SECRETARY, DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND 
SECURITY 


Opening Statement of Chairman Price 

Mr. Price. Good afternoon. The Subcommittee will come to order. 
This afternoon we are pleased to welcome Secretary Janet 
Napolitano to her first hearing before this subcommittee. 

Since her confirmation on January 20, Secretary Napolitano has 
hit the ground running, dealing with issues related to drug cartel 
violence along the U.S. Mexico border, refocusing how the adminis- 
tration deals with criminal aliens, forging new international part- 
nerships to enhance our efforts to combat terrorism, and taking the 
lead on the U.S. Response to the H1N1 flu public health emergency 
in the United States and other countries. Madam Secretary, in 
light of all this, maybe you should be thanking us for giving you 
a few hours to catch your breath today. 

While you have been busy confronting these pressing issues, this 
Subcommittee has tackled some of the broader questions the De- 
partment faces. Unlike previous years when the budget has domi- 
nated our discussions, the detailed budget, this year we have con- 
centrated on broader issues touching every component of the De- 
partment of Homeland Security: from preparing for a national se- 
curity event to recovering from natural disasters; from technology 
acquisitions to improved DHS operations; to expeditiously obli- 
gating funds for critical grant programs; from immigration enforce- 
ment to meeting the basic medical needs of those in the custody of 
the U.S. Immigration and Customs enforcement. By developing this 
broader perspective we in Congress, I believe, are better equipped 
to help set the Department’s budget priorities in the way that best 
prepares you to face the diversity of challenges to our homeland. 

One of the first challenges you have confronted is the surge in 
violence along the U.S. -Mexican border. The conflict between the 
Mexican Government and drug traffickers has killed thousands, in- 
cluding hundreds of police, military and public officials. You and a 
number of your administration colleagues have visited the border 
and Mexico. You and others have appeared at multiple congres- 
sional hearings on this topic, including one held by this Sub- 

CD 
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committee, and all the while this issue has been the subject of in- 
tense media attention. 

On April 15, you announced a Southwest Border Initiative to for- 
tify our physical border with Mexico, to assist their government in 
overcoming the brutal criminal cartels and to address related 
criminal activity within the U.S., including narcotics, weapons and 
human trafficking. Every member of this Subcommittee, I assure 
you, wants this effort to succeed. 

Yet I offer a word of caution. Making real progress against crimi- 
nal activity that has simmered for decades will take more than a 
surge of activity at DHS and assistance to those on the front lines. 
It is going to take a new coordinated approach across our govern- 
ment and indeed across our society. As part of this, DHS must 
work in harmony with the Departments of Justice, Interior, De- 
fense, State and Treasury, all of which have somewhat overlapping 
jurisdictions. You and your fellow Secretaries must consider new 
strategies to overcome the tradition of stove-piped responses that 
focus individual agencies on discrete missions, like combating ille- 
gal drug suppliers without addressing the demand, or focusing on 
weapons smuggling without combating human trafficking and so 
on. 

This initiative by its very nature will also help address the long- 
standing problem of illegal immigration. While apprehensions at 
the border are currently falling, our enforcement-only approach 
costs the American people billions, and it is not a viable long-term 
solution. 

In this regard I am pleased that the President has announced his 
commitment to reform a broken immigration system. I have con- 
sistently maintained that without a comprehensive approach to fix 
the legal means for people to come into our country and to achieve 
parity between official policy and our labor market needs, invest- 
ments otherwise made along the border and for interior enforce- 
ment will never be fully effective at halting illegal immigration. 
Therefore, in the absence of comprehensive reform of our immigra- 
tion policy or, shall I say, pending comprehensive reform — we cer- 
tainly hope so — pending comprehensive reform, we on this Sub- 
committee must ensure the Department focuses its resources on 
the Nation’s highest immigration-related priorities. To this end, 
since I have served as Chairman, we have provided over $1.2 bil- 
lion for DHS to locate aliens convicted of crimes and serving time 
in prison and to deport those individuals from the United States 
after an immigration court has ordered them to leave. 

Madam Secretary, I am encouraged by your commitment to 
thwart cross-border violence and to find and deport criminal aliens. 
I also support the Department’s recently issued guidelines for ICE 
investigators to make employer prosecution the focus of its work 
site enforcement activities. These endeavors will need constant and 
thoughtful attention in their implementation. We would like to 
hear more about how you will focus DHS resources on these prior- 
ities, particularly how you will work within DHS with other Cabi- 
net departments, and with State and local agencies, and with the 
country of Mexico on cross-border problems. 

While you are focusing on these issues, DHS is also responding 
to the outbreak of the H1N1 influenza. Since the Department of 



3 


Health and Human Services declared H1N1 flu a public health 
emergency in the United States, the government has mobilized re- 
sources and made preparations in case the outbreak develops into 
a true pandemic. As the principal Federal official for domestic inci- 
dent management, Madam Secretary, you are charged with coordi- 
nating preparation and response throughout the government. 

The spread of H1N1 flu is another reminder of the critical need 
for a robust system to identify and effectively respond to threats of 
all types, whether man-made or natural. This all-hazards mentality 
is one that I have long advocated for the Department of Homeland 
Security to adopt in full, and it is a philosophy I believe our Presi- 
dent also embraces. 

As the current outbreak demonstrates, the threats our country 
faces are diverse and evolving. Consequently, the systems we have 
in place to prepare for and mitigate these threats must be com- 
prehensive and adaptable, just as the resources we allocate to ad- 
dressing these threats must be based on a holistic understanding 
of risk to the American people. 

Finally, before we get to your statement, I want to briefly ad- 
dress your fiscal year 2010 budget, the budget request that we re- 
ceived last week. In total, the discretionary budget requests $42.7 
billion for DHS, or a 6.3 percent increase over the comparable 
amount appropriated in 2009. I am pleased to note that in general 
the budget does not continue the disingenuous practice of leaving 
holes where the administration knows Congress has strong inter- 
ests, such as State and local grants. 

In doing so, though, you have obviously made it harder for your- 
self. You have had to make some hard decisions about investments 
that cannot move forward at this time, such as advanced 
strectascopic portal monitors, for example, because of technical 
problems. You also appear to have taken a more pragmatic ap- 
proach to solving complex problems, for example by requesting at 
this time no additional funding for implementation of a biometric 
exit program under US-VISIT, at least until technical and regu- 
latory and diplomatic issues can be resolved. 

Within the total request, I was pleased to see almost $200 mil- 
lion for identifying and removing criminal aliens through the Se- 
cure Communities program, an increase of more than 30 percent 
over last year’s level; to see an additional $70 billion to take on the 
criminal organizations operating along the southwest border. There 
is an increase of about $800 million for the Transportation Security 
Administration to accelerate much-needed improvements in bag- 
gage screening and to enhance surface transportation protection 
programs. There is a 26 percent increase in funding for the Depart- 
ment’s Science and Technology directorate to make it harder for 
terrorists to launch successful attacks with explosives, and over 
$100 million more than last year to enhance cyber security pro- 
grams and improve information security in-house. Finally, I am 
pleased to note that the request includes $3.9 billion for FEMA to 
support State and local activities. State and local first responders 
are our partners in homeland security. When a disaster strikes, 
they are first on the ground to respond, and they deserve to have 
a reliable partner. 
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Yet the budget request also includes some changes that get my 
attention. For example, the budget cuts fire grants, the basic equip- 
ment grants for our firefighters, by 70 percent. And when you in- 
clude transfers, the budget reduces FEMA management adminis- 
tration by 10 percent. That is an agency we have been trying to re- 
build since Hurricane Katrina. 

Finally, you propose moving the frontline protectors of our Fed- 
eral offices, the Federal Protective Service, out of ICE, an agency 
with law enforcement experience, through the National Protection 
and Programs Directorate, an agency with plenty to do but no law 
enforcement mission. We will want to look at each of these pro- 
posals carefully. 

So, Madam Secretary, we look forward to hearing from you 
today. Your full written statement will be entered into the record, 
and we are going to ask you to limit your oral presentation to 5 
minutes as is our custom. 

[The information follows:] 
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This afternoon we are pleased to welcome Secretary Janet Napolitano to her first hearing 
before this Subcommittee. Since her confirmation on January 20 th , Secretary Napolitano has hit 
the ground running, dealing with issues related to drug-cartel violence along the U.S.-Mexico 
border; refocusing how the Administration deals with criminal aliens; forging new international 
partnerships to enhance our efforts to combat terrorism; and taking the lead on the U.S. response 
to the H1N1 flu public health emergency in the United States and other countries. Madam 
Secretary, in light of all this, maybe you should thank us for giving you a few hours to catch your 
breath! 


While you have been busy confronting these pressing issues, this Subcommittee has 
tackled some of the broader questions the Department faces. Unlike previous years, when the 
budget has dominated our discussions, this year we have concentrated on broader issues touching 
every component of the Department of Homeland Security — from preparing for a national 
security event to recovering from natural disasters; from technology acquisitions to improve 
DHS operations to expeditiously obligating funds for critical grant programs; from immigration 
enforcement to meeting the basic medical needs of those in the custody of U.S. Immigration and 
Customs Enforcement. By developing this broader perspective, we in Congress are better 
equipped to help set the Department’s budget priorities in a way that best prepares you to face 
the diversity of challenges to our homeland. 
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One of the first challenges you have confronted is the surge in violence along the U.S. - 
Mexican border. The conflict between the Mexican government and drug traffickers has killed 
thousands, including hundreds of police, military, and public officials. You and a number of 
your Administration colleagues have visited the border and Mexico; you and others have 
appeared at multiple Congressional hearings on the topic, including one by this Subcommittee; 
and all the while this issue has been the subject of intense media attention. On April 1 5, you 
announced a Southwest Border initiative to fortify our physical border with Mexico, assist their 
government in overcoming the brutal criminal cartels, and address related criminal activity 
within the U.S. involving narcotics, weapons, and human trafficking. Every member of this 
Subcommittee wants this effort to succeed. 

Yet I offer a word of caution: making real progress against criminal activity that has 
simmered for decades will take more than a surge of activity at DHS and assistance to those on 
the front lines. It will take a new coordinated approach across our government and society. As 
part of this, DHS must work in harmony with the Departments of Justice, Interior, Defense, 
State, and Treasury, all of which have overlapping jurisdictions. You and your fellow 
Secretaries must consider new strategies to overcome the tradition of stovepiped responses that 
focus individual agencies on discrete missions like combating illegal drug suppliers without 
addressing the demand, or focusing on weapons smuggling without combating human 
trafficking. 

This initiative, by its very nature, will also help address the longstanding problem of 
illegal immigration. While apprehensions at the border are currently falling, our enforcement- 
only approach costs the American people billions, and is not a viable long-term solution. In this 
regard, I am pleased the President has announced his commitment to reform a broken 
immigration system. I have consistently maintained that without a comprehensive approach to 
fix the legal means for people to come to our country and to achieve parity between official 
policy and our labor market needs, investments made along the border and for interior 
enforcement will never be fully effective at halting illegal immigration. 
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Therefore, in the absence of comprehensive reform of our immigration policy, we on this 
Subcommittee must ensure the Department focuses its resources on the nation’s highest 
immigration-related priorities. To that end, since I have served as Chairman, we have provided 
over $1.2 billion for DHS to locate aliens convicted of crimes and serving time in prison, and to 
deport those individuals from the United States after an immigration court has ordered them to 
leave. 


Secretary Napolitano, I am encouraged by your commitment to thwart cross-border 
violence and find and deport criminal aliens. I also support the Department’s recently issued 
guidelines for ICE investigators to make employer prosecution the focus of its worksite 
enforcement activities. 

These endeavors will need constant and thoughtful attention in their implementation. I 
would like to hear more about how you will focus DHS resources on these priorities, particularly 
how you will work within DHS, with other cabinet departments, with state and local agencies, 
and with Mexico on cross-border problems. 

While you are focusing on these issues, DHS is also responding to the outbreak of HIN1 
flu. Since the Department of Health and Human Services declared H1N1 flu a public health 
emergency in the United States, the government has mobilized resources and made preparations 
in case the outbreak develops into a true pandemic. As the principal federal official for domestic 
incident management. Madam Secretary, you are charged with coordinating preparation and 
response throughout the government. 

The spread of H IN 1 flu is another reminder of the critical need for a robust system to 
identify and effectively respond to threats of all types, whether manmade or natural. This “all- 
hazards” mentality is one that I have long advocated for the Department of Homeland Security to 
adopt in full, and it is a philosophy I believe the President also embraces. As the current 
outbreak demonstrates, the threats our country faces are diverse and evolving. Consequently, the 
systems we have in place to prepare for and mitigate these threats must be comprehensive and 
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adaptable, just as the resources we allocate to addressing these threats be based on a holistic 
understanding of risk to the American people. 

Before we get to your statement, I want to address your fiscal year 2010 budget request 
that we received last week. In total, the discretionary budget requests S42.7 billion for DHS, or a 
6.3 percent increase over the comparable amount appropriated in 2009. I am pleased to note 
that, in general, the budget does not continue the disingenuous practice of leaving holes where 
the Administration knows Congress has strong interests, such as state and local grants. In doing 
so, you have obviously had to make some hard decisions about investments that cannot move 
forward at this time, such as advanced spectroscopic portal monitors, because of technical 
problems. You also appear to have taken a more pragmatic approach to solving complex 
problems, for example by requesting no additional funding for implementation of a biometric 
exit program under US-VISIT, at least until technical, regulatory and diplomatic issues can be 
resolved. 

Within the total request, I was pleased to see almost $200 million for identifying and 
removing criminal aliens through the Secure Communities program, an increase of more than 30 
percent over last year’s level; an additional $70 million to take on the criminal organizations 
operating along the southwest border; an increase of about $800 million for the Transportation 
Security Administration to accelerate much needed improvements in baggage screening and 
enhance surface transportation protection programs; a 26 percent increase in funding for the 
Department’s Science and Technology Directorate to make it harder for terrorists to launch 
successful attacks with explosives; and over $100 million more than last year to enhance 
cybersecurity programs and improve information security in-house. Finally, I am pleased to note 
that the request includes $3.9 billion for FEMA to support State and local activities. State and 
local first responders are our partners in homeland security. When disaster strikes they are first 
on the ground to respond, and they deserve to have a reliable partner in FEMA. 

Yet, the budget request also includes some changes that get my attention. For example, the 
budget cuts FIRE grants, the basic equipment grants for our firefighters, by 70 percent. Also, 
when you include transfers, the budget reduces FEMA management and administration by 10 
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percent, an agency we have been trying to rebuild since Hurricane Katrina. Finally, you propose 
moving the front line protectors of our federal offices, the Federal Protective Service, out of ICE, 
an agency with law enforcement experience, to National Protection and Programs Directorate, an 
agency with plenty to do but no law enforcement mission. We will look at each of these 
proposals carefully. 

Secretary Napolitano, we look forward to hearing from you today. Your full written 
statement will be entered into the record, so I ask that you limit your oral remarks to a five 
minute presentation. Before we begin, let me recognize the distinguished Ranking Member of 
the Full Committee, Mr. Lewis, for any comments he may wish to make. 

### 



10 


Mr. Price. Before we begin, I want to recognize the distinguished 
Ranking Member of the Full Committee, Mr. Lewis, for his com- 
ments and also comment that our Ranking Member of the sub- 
committee would be here today were it not for the severe flooding 
in his district in his State of Kentucky. In fact, we tried very hard 
to rearrange this hearing so that he could be here, and there was 
no way to do that. But we do want Mr. Rogers and his staff to 
know that we are thinking about them as they face this. I know 
FEMA has been mobilized overnight to deal with some needs in 
some of those communities. So we miss Mr. Rogers today, and we, 
of course, are going to be attentive to the emergency situation they 
are facing in Kentucky. We are glad, however, to have our Ranking 
Member from the Full Committee here, Mr. Lewis, and be happy 
to hear any comments he wishes to make. 

[The information follows:] 
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Thank you, Mr. Chairman and welcome Madam Secretary for your first appearance 
before this Subcommittee. 

INTRODUCTION 

Madam Secretary, it has certainly been an eventful four months for you since your 
appointment. 

In this relatively short period of time, you’ve taken a magnifying glass to DHS 
through a number of “program reviews” on everything from cybersecurity to priorities in 
immigration enforcement to E-Verify to information sharing with States and localities. 

From those reviews, you issued several significant action directives - directives that 
appear to shift the focus and priorities of the Department in key areas such as counter 
smuggling and worksite enforcement. 

And on those directives, I have many questions. 

There have also been some rather disconcerting efforts at semantics - efforts that I 
believe marginalize as well as politicize the vital mission of homeland security. 

=> Labeling “acts of terrorism” as “man-made disasters”; professing that “illegal 

immigration is not a crime”; and failing to reject amateurish mischaracterizations of 
ideological views as potential domestic terrorism; are “semantic” efforts that severely 
diminish DHS’s credibility and distract the Department from the immense chore of 
protecting our Nation. 

With a treacherous drug war raging along our border with Mexico, emboldened 
radicals in Pakistan and Afghanistan, and the recent outbreak of Swine flu, this is perhaps 
the absolute worst time for DHS to lose its focus. Madam Secretary, public perception for 
DHS shouldn’t come at the expense of deterring terrorism and diminishing our security. 
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RESULTS TO DATE 

I have long viewed homeland security as a mission that transcends politics. And, I 
believe that has been the approach of this Subcommittee since its inception — an approach 
that has helped DHS achieve some real results over the past six years, including: 

=> Aiding in the disruption of several terrorist plots; 

=> Strengthening our borders, intensifying immigration enforcement, ending the flawed 

practice of “catch & release”; and 

=> Notable efforts to secure our critical infrastructure and improve the preparedness of 

our Nation’s State and local first responders. 

My question to you is how do you intend to build upon this progress while also 
adapting to the new and emerging threats confronting our Nation? 

I ask this question because as I look at how the new Administration has tackled recent 
security issues, I believe there are some legitimate concerns that must be addressed. 

MEXICAN DRUG WAR 

On the response to the Mexican drug war, 1 remain skeptical of the sufficiency and 
clarity of the Administration’s $110 million enhancement of current DHS programs. This 
skepticism is predicated on the fact that the Committee has just now received details for a 
proposed reprogramming now totaling $184 million in funds, some six weeks after the 
Administration’s initial announcement of a plan — Mr. Chairman, this delay potentially 
makes the reallocation of some of these resources in violation of Appropriations law, which 
requires our approval. 

Furthermore, the bulk of this relatively small initiative — some $95 million — will 
not be applied to counterdrug efforts or border security, but rather to identification of 
criminal aliens - a laudable endeavor, but arguably not the bold action this situation 
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demands in the face of a well financed cartels willing to commit heinous crimes on 
American soil. 

=> Now is the time to confront the true threat posed by this war with urgency and real, 
sufficient resources, not to advance political priorities. 


SWINE FLU RESPONSE 

With regard to the Swine Flu outbreak - a serious issue that put our medical 
preparedness as well as our resiliency to a potential biological attack to the test - 1 see some 
notable response efforts mired in what appears to be bureaucratic and international 
entanglements. These are issues that the next outbreak may not afford; so, I look forward to 
learning how these challenges are being confronted and, more importantly, overcome. 

FY 2010 BUDGET 

Which brings us to today and a discussion of the resources needed to counter such 
threats. While I am pleased the Subcommittee is convening at least one budget hearing this 
year, I’m disappointed that we only received the President’s budget request just five days 
ago - a schedule that does not comport with this Administration’s professed commitment to 
transparency and one that inhibits this Subcommittee from upholding its duty of strict 
oversight. Also, I’m afraid it understates the importance of homeland security — an issue we 
can’t afford to get wrong. 

Having said that, I am struck by several things in the FY 2010 request: 

=> First, I note sizable increases in administrative expenses, but relatively modest gains 
in many operational components. 

> Madam Secretary, it’s hard for me to agree with a more than 30% increase in 
your office, enormous increases in information technology, and the creation 
of many new policy offices, when frontline agencies like the Coast Guard and 
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CBP are receiving only inflationary gains and level-funding on their major 
acquisitions. 

=> Second, I note what appears to be a deliberate emphasis in resources away from 
immigration enforcement priorities such as worksite enforcement and fugitive 
operations to criminal aliens - a shift that I believe is a misguided attempt at reform 
under the guise of “prioritization” and an initiative that appears to forget the fact that 
none of the 9/1 1 hijackers were so-called “criminal aliens”; 

=> And finally, I note that within the President’s budget, only one cabinet agency’s 
budget is projected to decrease over the next five years - that being DHS. While 
you may claim this decrease will be offset through increased aviation passenger 
fees, Pve heard that story before and, to date, it has been little more than a fictitious 
gleam in OMB’s eyes. 

CONCLUSION 

Madam Secretary, given the current threat environment, now is certainly not the time 
to shortchange our investment in security. 

This Subcommittee has always strived to tie funding to results - by ensuring the 
appropriate resources are in place to address our most glaring vulnerabilities and counter 
the most serious threats. 

Today, I am interested in hearing how your FY 2010 budget meets that standard and 
will actually move DHS forward in improving our Nation’s security. 


Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 


### 
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Opening Statement of Ranking Member Lewis 

Mr. Lewis. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

Secretary Napolitano, it is a privilege to be here at your first 
hearing before one of our committees. In the meantime, seeing Hal 
Rogers fighting the floods and yet experiencing the services that 
can be brought to our districts by way of FEMA, et cetera, is a 
very, very important reflection of your work and our work as well. 

I must say that I have been afflicted by more than one disaster 
in California. FEMA has been overall very effective in its response 
in recent years, and thereby I am very proud of the fact that we 
are being responsive to the needs of people out there in times of 
crises. 

In the meantime I wanted to mention briefly — well, I note that 
there is a group of uniformed officers in the room. They are one of 
the classes of the War College, people who are dedicating them- 
selves to our national security on a different pathway over the 
years ahead. I have spent a lot of time and had the privilege of 
chairing at one time the subcommittee that deals with national se- 
curity, and the one thing that has made that subcommittee suc- 
cessful over the years is that on both sides of the aisle we recognize 
that national security has very, very little to do with partisan poli- 
tics. The same thing, over time, as this subcommittee and this 
arena of work matures, I expect we will see a very, very similar 
pattern. 

And so within that context, I just wanted to share with you my 
concern about a little rhetoric early on relative to a relative slight 
difference in philosophy, in which the rhetoric accelerated itself to 
dealing with the extreme; that is, extreme right wingers, extreme 
left wingers, et cetera. Such rhetoric doesn’t tend to cause both 
sides to be able to communicate with each other as well as they 
might, and I would suggest to the Secretary that we are all in this 
together. I am certainly going to be talking to my members relative 
to this committee, helping the Chairman have us all together. 

So, having said that, it is just by way of saying that you have 
got an incredible job to do, and all that I know about you says you 
are capable. If we can stick to the issues that surround effectively 
securing our homeland, that will be helpful to all of us. 

I have seen many administrations come and go. We all have to 
learn this process together, and frankly, I think it is a bit excessive 
for us to presume that you have worked with us for 20 years when 
you are brand new on the job. So, in the meantime, it is my pleas- 
ure to welcome you here and express my apologies for the fact that 
the Interior Subcommittee is having a hearing in about 15 minutes 
that I must attend because it has to do with fires in the West. So 
as Hal Rogers is worried about water in Kentucky, I am worried 
about fires in the West. And so you will excuse me, and Judge 
Carter and his able hands will take my place. 

In the meantime, I noted a clear prioritization away from some 
of ICE’s more important interior immigration enforcement pro- 
grams, like work site enforcement, toward criminal aliens, a wor- 
thy program in its own right, but a prioritization that appears to 
forget that none of the 9/11 hijackers were so-called criminal 
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aliens. Making sure that we have a balance relative to those we are 
really looking at is pretty fundamental to our success in this arena. 

It is on another front, Madam Secretary, it is hard for me to sup- 
port a 30 percent increase in your office when frontline agencies 
like CBP and the Coast Guard are receiving inflationary gains. It 
is also hard for me to agree with hundreds of millions of dollars 
in information technology initiatives when investments in critical 
operational assets are only level-funded. I would have hoped that 
somebody would have provided input for you early on when the 
stimulus package was going on so we could have tapped some of 
that funding in that huge package that was going forward, rather 
than straining your budget in areas that maybe you don’t need to 
be strained so much for the 2010 year. 

Madam Secretary, I note that within the President’s budget only 
one Cabinet agency budget is projected to decrease over the next 
5 years, that being DHS. While you may claim this decrease will 
be offset through increased aviation passenger fees, we have heard 
that story before. The authorizing committees historically have not 
been inclined to exercise fees to carry on government work that 
may not be that authorizing committee’s priorities. So I would be 
very cautious about where that might take you in terms of — all of 
us want to avoid cliffs, but this is a cliff that we have seen before. 

So Madam Secretary, given the current threat environment, now 
is perhaps the worst time to shortchange our investment in secu- 
rity. And I would urge you to recognize that as we are building na- 
tional security, not only do we need to emphasize this nonpartisan 
approach that I suggested earlier, if we talk to each other the com- 
mittees will be, on the record and off the record, pretty candid with 
you as to what levels we can see being sustained over a substantial 
period of time. 

Further, it seems to me that within the total stimulus package, 
with pretty high levels of fundings for all the agencies with a lot 
of flexibility given, I find most agencies I talk to privately saying 
we are awash in money, lot of flexibility, but not necessarily a lot 
of direction. And for those agencies to presume that that level of 
funding as reflected in the stimulus package and that level of flexi- 
bility in programming is going to continue through the 2010 year, 
the 2011 year and the 2012 year might be a very big mistake. And 
indeed, yours is an agency that, above and beyond almost every- 
body but national security, needs the kind of stability that I would 
suggest we should be working on. 

So, with that, Mr. Chairman, I appreciate your giving me the 
time, and I am sorry I am going to have to be leaving early, but 
I am anxious to hear the Secretary. 

Mr. Price. Thank you. 

Madam Secretary, please proceed. 

Opening Statement of Secretary Napolitano 

Secretary Napolitano. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, Ranking 
Member Lewis, members of the subcommittee for the opportunity 
to testify about the Department of Homeland Security’s portion of 
President Obama’s budget proposal for fiscal year 2010. 

As noted, the proposed total budget for DHS is $55.1 billion, 
which includes $42.7 billion in appropriated funding. It is also 
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noted DHS performs a broad range of activities across a single 
driving mission: to secure America from the entire range of threats 
that we face. 

The Department’s leadership in the past couple of weeks in re- 
sponse to the H1N1 flu outbreak only proves the breadth of this 
Department’s portfolio. We have also have focused on the need to 
make DHS a stronger, more effective Department. In my view this 
budget strengthens our effort in the five mission areas where we 
need to focus in order to secure the American people: 

First, guarding against terrorism, the founding purpose and pe- 
rennial top priority of the Department. 

Second, securing our borders, an effort even more urgent as the 
United States looks to do its part to counter the rise in cartel vio- 
lence in Mexico. 

Third, smart and effective enforcement of our immigration laws. 
We need to both facilitate legal immigration and pursue enforce- 
ment against those who violate our Nation’s immigration stand- 
ards. 

Next, improving our preparation for, response to, and recovery 
from disasters. Not just hurricanes — that season begins in a few 
weeks — tornadoes, earthquakes, fire and floods. I spoke with Con- 
gressman Rogers just yesterday about the situation in Kentucky, 
but also unexpected situations like the H1N1 flu. 

And lastly, creating a unified Department of Homeland Security. 
We need to work together as one Department to ensure that we op- 
erate at full strength. This is important. As this subcommittee 
knows, our Department is an amalgam of 22 different agencies that 
were put together after 9/11, and in some respects the part of uni- 
fying the Department is still a work in progress. That accounts in 
part for the increase in administrative costs that you noted, Con- 
gressman, because when the Department was formed, it did not 
bring with it the program managers, acquisition specialists, all the 
things — i.e., the nuts and bolts to make sure that the taxpayer dol- 
lars go where they are supposed to and are well spent. We are 
building that infrastructure now. 

Within those five mission areas, there are at least three ap- 
proaches that cross cut: 

One, we are seeking to expand our partnerships with State, local, 
and tribal governments, the first detectors and the first responders. 

Second, we are seeking to bolster our science and technology 
portfolio, investing in proven technologies and in new technologies 
that can increase our capabilities, all the while being mindful of 
the privacy and other interests that are implicated. 

And third, maximizing efficiency. Through a program entitled 
“Efficiency Review” that we launched in March, we are determined 
to ensure that every security dollar is spent in the most effective 
way. 

This proposed budget adheres to the President’s major reform 
goals — government efficiency, transparency and cohesion — and will 
play a major part in bringing about a new culture of responsibility 
and fiscal discipline within DHS. The DHS budget request is based 
on alignment with the Department’s priorities, and programs were 
assessed based on effectiveness and on risk. Budget priorities to 
guard against terrorism, the first mission, the proposal includes 
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$121 million to fund research for new technologies that detect ex- 
plosives in public places and transportation networks; $87 million 
for new measures to protect critical infrastructure and cyber net- 
works from attack; and enhanced information sharing among fed- 
eral, state, local and tribunal law enforcement. 

For border security, this budget proposal includes $116 million to 
deploy additional staff and technology to the southwest border to 
disrupt southbound smuggling of drugs and bulk cash to combat 
cartel violence, and $40 million for smart security technology fund- 
ing on the northern border to expand and integrate surveillance 
systems there. 

To ensure smart and effective enforcement of our immigration 
laws, the budget proposal includes $112 million to strengthen E- 
Verify, to help employers maintain a legal workforce; a total of 
$198 million for the Secure Communities program which helps 
state, tribunal, and local law enforcement target criminal aliens; 
and improved security and facilitated trade and tourism through 
the WHTI Initiative and US-VISIT. 

To help Americans prepare for, respond to, and recover from nat- 
ural disasters, the budget proposal includes — from $210 million to 
$420 million, it doubles the number of frontline firefighters sup- 
ported in the budget. It has a $600 million increase to the Disaster 
Relief Fund to help individuals and communities affected by disas- 
ters. It strengthens predisaster hazard mitigation efforts as well, to 
reduce injuries, loss of life, and destruction of property. 

To unify the Department, this budget proposal also includes $79 
million for the consolidation of DHS headquarters which will bring 
35 disparate offices together, which will generate significant sav- 
ings in the long run. It also provides $200 million to consolidate 
and unify our IT infrastructure and bring all of DHS within one 
system as opposed to the myriad systems we are operating under 
now. 

In my few months as Secretary I have seen a number of remark- 
able accomplishments by the men and women of this Department 
in addition to the challenges we have faced. I have seen this De- 
partment’s potential; I believe we are on a path to realizing it. We 
are aiming to do even better at achieving our security mission. This 
budget will help our Department do just that. 

Thank you, Mr. Chair. 

Mr. Price. Thank you, Madam Secretary. 

[The information follows:] 
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Mr. Chairman, Congressman Rogers, and Members of the Subcommittee: 

Let me begin by saying thank you for the strong support you have consistently shown the 
Department, and I look forward to working with you to make certain that we have the right 
resources to protect the homeland and the American people and that we make the most effective 
and efficient use of those resources. 

I am pleased to appear before the Subcommittee today to present President Obama’s Fiscal Year 
(FY) 2010 Budget Request for the Department of Homeland Security (DHS). 1 will also 
summarize the progress we have made since the start of the new administration along with some 
of our key accomplishments from last year. 

FY 2010 BUDGET REQUEST 

The Department of Homeland Security’s Budget will strengthen current efforts that are vital to 
the nation’s security, bolster DHS’ ability to respond to emerging and evolving threats, and allow 
DHS to embrace new responsibilities in order to secure the nation. This Budget puts forward 
critical investments in the protection of the American people. 

DHS and its many component agencies fulfill a broad mandate and conduct many different 
activities within a single, unified security mission. DHS performs critical tasks from protecting 
transportation hubs to conducting maritime rescues, from aiding disaster victims to enforcing 
immigration laws. Within this broad portfolio, the Department aims to secure the American 
people from all hazards - including terrorist threats and natural or accidental disasters - and to 
work effectively with its many partners to lead the collaborative effort to secure the nation. 

DHS undertakes the mission of securing the United States against all threats through five main 
action areas, each of which is strengthened by this Budget: 

• Guarding Against Terrorism - Protecting the American people from terrorist threats is 
the founding purpose of the Department and DHS’ highest priority. This Budget expands 
DHS efforts to battle terrorism, including detecting explosives in public spaces and 
transportation networks, helping protect critical infrastructure and cyber networks from 
attack, detecting agents of biological warfare, and building information-sharing 
partnerships with state and local law enforcement that can enable law enforcement to 
mitigate threats. 

• Securing Our Borders - DHS prevents and investigates illegal movements across our 
borders, including the smuggling of people, drugs, cash, and weapons. In March, the 
Department announced a new initiative to strengthen security on the southwest border in 
order to disrupt the drug, cash and weapon smuggling that fuels cartel violence in 
Mexico. This Budget strengthens those efforts by adding manpower and technology to 
the southwest border. This Budget also funds smart security on the northern border and 
facilitates international travel and trade. The President’s request also makes targeted 
investments to reduce security risk across our nation’s vast maritime borders. 


2 



22 


• Smart and Tough Enforcement of Immigration Laws and Improving Immigration Services 
- DHS welcomes legal immigrants, protects against dangerous people entering the 
country, and pursues tough, effective enforcement against those who violate the nation’s 
immigration laws. This Budget contains funding to strengthen our employment eligibility 
verification systems, target and crack down on criminal aliens and expedite the 
application process for new legal immigrants. 

• Preparingfor, Responding to, and Recovering from Natural Disasters - The Department 
must aid local and state first responders in all stages of a natural disaster - preparing for 
the worst, responding to a disaster that has occurred, and recovering in the long run. This 
budget contains funding to strengthen DHS assistance for local first responders and the 
communities and families affected by disasters. 

• Unifying and Maturing DHS - DHS is a young department. Its components must further 
evolve in order to operate as effectively as possible as one agency with a single, unified 
security mission. This Budget contains funding to initiate consolidation of mission 
support activities that will remain off-site from the St. Elizabeths campus, reducing the 
many small and widely scattered leased locations and supporting the goal to build “One 
DHS.” 

DHS is employing several cross cutting initiatives to strengthen activities in each of these 
mission areas. 

First, DHS is working across the board to increase cooperation with its partners - state, local, 
and tribal law enforcement agencies, international allies, the private sector, and other federal 
departments. The effort to secure America requires close coordination and collaboration; this 
Budget increases resources dedicated to these critical partnerships. 

Second, the Department is bolstering its science and technology portfolio. This will lead to the 
development of new techniques and technologies that will expand DHS’ law enforcement 
capabilities while minimizing law enforcement’s impact on everyday, law-abiding citizens. This 
Budget contains important investments in technologies that will allow DHS officers to perform 
their security tasks more quickly and with greater accuracy. 

Third, the Department continually aims for greater efficiency in its operations. Through the 
Department-wide Efficiency Review Initiative launched in March, DHS is ensuring all its 
resources are used in the most effective way possible to secure the nation. 

The total FY 2010 budget request for the Department of Homeland Security is $55.1 billion in 
funding; a 5 percent increase over the FY 2009 enacted level excluding supplemental funding. 
The Department's FY 2010 gross discretionary budget request 1 is $45.8 billion, an increase of 6 


1 Gross discretionary funding does not include funding such as Coast Guard’s retirement pay accounts and fees paid 
for immigration benefits. 
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percent over the FY 2009 enacted level excluding emergency funding. The Department’s FY 
2010 net discretionary budget request is $42.7 billion. 2 

The following are highlights of the FY 2010 Budget Request: 

GUARDING AGAINST TERRORISM 


• State and Local Fusion Centers: Full support and staffing by the end of FY 201 1 are 
requested for the 70 identified State and Local Fusion Centers, facilities where 
information and intelligence is shared between federal, state, local and tribal authorities. 
Funding is dedicated to IT maintenance, support, and training. 

• Explosives Detection Systems (EDS) Procurement and Installation '. An increase 

of $565.4 million to accelerate the Electronic Baggage Screening Program (EBSP) at the 
Nation’s airports to ensure 100 percent of all checked baggage is screened with an in-line 
explosive detection capability system, or a suitable alternative. This funding will support 
facility modifications, recapitalization efforts, as well as procurement and deployment of 
electronic baggage screening technology systems. 

• Bomb Appraisal Officers: $9 million for an additional 1 09 Bomb Appraisal Officers 
(BAOs) to provide expertise in the recognition of and response to improvised explosive 
devices at airports to enhance aviation security. The request will provide BAO coverage 
at 50 percent more airports including all Category X, I, and II airports, and will provide a 
BAO in every hub-spoke airport system, and to airports that currently have only one 
BAO assigned. 

• Visible Intermodal Prevention and Response Teams: An increase of $50 million is 
requested to fund 1 5 Visible Intermodal Prevention and Response (VIPR) teams 
dedicated to guarding surface transportation. The VIPR teams contain multi-skilled 
resources, including Transportation Security Inspectors, canine teams. Transportation 
Security Officers, Bomb Detection Officers, and Federal Air Marshals. These teams 
enhance the Transportation Security Administration’s (TSA) ability to screen passengers, 
identity suspicious behavior, and act as a visible deterrent to potential terrorists in surface 
transportation environments. 

• Vulnerability Assessments: A $3.0 million increase is requested to provide for new 
nuclear reactor security consultations with the Nuclear Regulatory' Commission. The 
budget request will also support vulnerability assessment pilot projects, which provide 
state and local stakeholders with a comprehensive understanding of vulnerabilities and 
critical infrastructure resiliency. 

• Bombing Prevention: $4.2 million is requested to enhance improved, coordinated 
national bombing prevention and improvised explosive device (IED) security efforts. 


2 This does not include fee collections such as funding for the Federal Protective Service (NPPD), aviation security 
passenger and carrier fees (TSA), credentialing fees (such as TWIC - TSA), and administrative cost of the (National 
Flood Insurance Fund. FEMA). 
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Additionally, this funding will provide resources to enhance national awareness of the 
threat, facilitate multi-jurisdiction planning, and conduct additional capabilities 
assessments for 132 high-risk urban area detection, deterrence, response, and search 
elements. These elements include canine units, bomb squads, SWAT teams, and dive 
teams. 

• Cybersecurity for the Federal Government : A $75,1 million increase is requested to 
enable DHS to develop and deploy cybersecurity technologies to counter on-going, real 
world national cyber threats and apply effective analysis and risk mitigation strategies to 
detect and deter threats. 

• Explosives Detection Research: Total funding of $120.8 million, an increase of $24.7 
million, is requested to support DHS' Science and Technology Directorate (S&T) in 
addressing critical capability gaps in detecting, interdicting, and lessening the impacts of 
non-nuclear explosives used in terrorist attacks against mass transit, civil aviation, and 
critical infrastructure. Of the $24.7 million. $10.0 million will develop high-throughput 
cargo screening technology through automated, more efficient equipment. The remaining 
$14.7 million will build on FY 2009 efforts to counter the threat of hand-carried 
improvised explosive devices to mass transit systems by detecting all types of explosive 
threats such as homemade, commercial, and military explosives. 

• Cybersecurity Research: Total funding of $37.2 million, an increase of $6.6 million, is 
requested to support Science and Technology in addressing critical capability gaps 
identified in the Comprehensive National Cybersecurity Initiative (CNCI). Specifically, 
this effort will develop technologies to secure the nation’s critical information 
infrastructure and networks. 

• Transformational Research and Development (R&D): A $7.2 million increase is 
requested for Transformational R&D to improve nuclear detection capabilities, address 
enduring vulnerabilities, and reduce the operational burden of radiation and nuclear 
detection. The increase in FY 2010 will further these efforts to accelerate material 
optimization and production techniques, and establish a low-rate production capability 
for these materials. Additional funding could have a tremendous impact on the ability to 
uncover threats by detecting radiation sources. 

• BioWatch : Total funding of $94.5 million is requested for the BioWatch program in the 
Office of Health Affairs, which provides the capability for early detection and warning 
against biological attacks in over 30 of our nation’s highest-risk urban areas through 
placement of a series of biological pathogen collectors. The request sustains the baseline 
capability of Gen-l/Gen-2 collectors while moving into the next generation of equipment 
The funding would complete field testing for the Gen-3 prototype unit, secure IT 
architecture to facilitate networking between the biodetection systems, and procure 
production units to support the Gen-3 operational test and evaluation. 
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• Vetting Infrastructure Modernization: An increase of $64 million is requested to 
modernize vetting infrastructure data management, adjudication workflow, and 
integration of all vetting systems in the third and final phase of the Vetting Infrastructure 
Improvement Plan. Modernization will enable a universal fee mechanism that will 
reduce duplicative background checks and fees for transportation workers, and provide 
the capability to process new populations using existing enrollment and vetting 
infrastructure, while continuing to ensure privacy and security. 

• Information Integration and Technology >: Total funding of $34 million is requested for 
U.S. Secret Service information technology. Funding would provide for a secure cross- 
domain IT application, engineering and architecture activities to modernize and improve 
Secret Service systems, information-sharing environments, database performance, cyber 
security, and continuity of operations through robust backup and recovery procedures. 

• Intermodai Security Coordination Office (ISCO): A $10 million increase is requested for 
the Intermodai Security Coordination Office within DHS Policy to support integrated 
planning between DHS and the Department of Transportation in the area of maritime 
transportation, as well as in other homeland security mission areas. The Intermodai 
Security Coordination Office will develop a strategic plan and metrics to guide 
development and modernization of intermodai freight infrastructure that links coastal and 
inland ports to highways and rail networks; an assessment of intermodai freight 
infrastructure needs and capability gaps; and recommendations to address the needs and 
capability gaps. The recommendations to address intermodai freight infrastructure needs 
and capability gaps will be incorporated into DHS’ 5-year programming and budgeting 
guidance, and tracked to ensure they arc achieved. 

• Electronic Crime Task Forces (ECTFs): Total funding of $2.0 million is requested to 
support the operational costs of 13 F.CTFs and DHS-mandated Certification and 
Accreditation of the Secret Service online reporting system. 

• Train 21: Total funding of $4.1 million is requested for Train 21, a business operations 
and training transformation initiative that advances the Federal Law Enforcement 
Training Center's mission to provide training for law enforcement personnel. 

• Uniformed Division Modernization: Total funding of $4.0 million is requested to support 
a restructuring of the U.S. Secret Service Uniformed Division’s (UD) legal authorities 
governing pay and compensation to bring the UD in line with the rest of the Federal 
Government and to more effectively recruit and retain the talent necessary to carry out its 
protective mission 

• National Technical Nuclear Forensics: A $2.8 million increase is requested to expand 
efforts to develop the capability to improve technical nuclear forensics on U.S.-made 
nuclear and radiological materials. The increase will also expand international 
collaborative efforts to collect and share relevant nuclear forensics information. 
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SECURING OUR BORDERS 


• Combating Southbound Firearms and Currency Smuggling: An increase of $26.1 million 
is requested to enhance DHS’ capability to combat southbound firearms and currency 
smuggling through additional personnel at and between the ports of entry and along the 
southwest border. This funding will support an additional 44 Border Patrol agents and 8 
support staff as well as 65 Customs and Border Protection officers and 8 support staff. 
Resources are also requested to expand and maintain the Licensed Plate Reader (LPR) 
program to help establish and maintain effective control of the border. Additionally 
Immigration and Customs Enforcement (ICE) requests an additional $70 million to hire 
349 positions (specifically Special Agents, Intelligence Analysts, and Criminal 
Investigators) to increase enforcement staffing, improve cooperative efforts with the 
Mexican government, and establish another Border Violence Intelligence Cell. This 
cross-program initiative will increase national security by expanding activities to secure 
our borders. 

• Maritime Border Security Enhancements: $700 million is requested to purchase five new 
Coast Guard Cutters, two Maritime Patrol Aircraft and one aircraft flight simulator to 
increase surface and air asset presence in the maritime domain and vastly improve threat 
detection and interdiction capabilities. $103 million is requested to purchase 30 new 
Coast Guard small boats to replace aging, obsolete assets with more capable, multi- 
mission platforms. $1.2 million is requested to establish a permanent Biometrics at Sea 
System, an investment which enables Coast Guard boarding teams to identify dangerous 
individual documented in the US-VISIT database and yields the type of cross-component 
operational integration sought through creation of DHS and that must continue to be built 
upon. 

• Northern Border Technology: $20.0 million is requested to assist U.S. Customs and 
Border Protection (CBP) in providing improved situational awareness along the northern 
border through the design, deployment, and integration of surveillance, sensing 
platforms, detection technologies and tactical infrastructure. This technology will expand 
DHS capabilities, increase the effectiveness of our agents, and increase the ability to 
detect unlawful border activity successfully. 

• CBP Air and Marine (A&M) Personnel: A $19.1 million increase is requested to support 
Border Patrol agents by providing air cover as well as expanding maritime assistance 
along the borders. Funding is requested to hire an additional 68 pilots, 20 marine and 56 
support personnel. During FY 2010, A&M plans to continue the expansion of its 
capabilities across the northern and coastal border and place heavy emphasis on the 
maritime requirements along the southeast and Caribbean borders. The additional 
personnel resources are requested as new marine vessels are deployed to marine branches 
at strategic locations along the coastal borders. 
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• Research and Development for Border and Maritime Security: A $7.1 million increase 
for Science & Technology is requested to fund a new research effort to provide advanced 
detection, identification, apprehension, and enforcement capabilities along borders, 
increasing the security of the border and lowering the risk of a successful terrorist attack. 
Additionally, funding will provide new technologies to the United States Coast Guard, 
Customs and Border Protection, and Immigration and Customs Enforcement, and other 
components operating in the maritime environment. 


SMART AND TOUGH ENFORCEMENT OF IMMIGRATION LAWS AND 
IMPROVING IMMIGRATION SERVICES 


• E-Verify: Total funding of $1 12 million and 80 new positions are requested to support 
improvements to the employment eligibility verification system, E-Verify. The growth of 
the E-Verify program will increase the need for monitoring and compliance activities to 
protect employees from discriminatory practices, safeguard privacy information, and 
enhance program efficacy. The FY 2010 program increase is primarily for monitoring 
and compliance activities, as well as IT-related business initiatives to improve system 
use. 

• Secure Communities: Total funding of $39.1 million is requested to hire, train, and equip 
80 new enforcement personnel who will identity suspected criminal aliens, determine 
subjects’ alien status, prioritize ICE enforcement actions against the highest threat 
criminal aliens, and assist in the removal of apprehended criminal aliens. Funding will 
also support the continued investment in information technology to improve efficiencies 
within ICE criminal alien identification prioritization and removal processes. 

• Detention and Removal Operations Modernization (DROM): Total funding of $25 million is 
requested for improvements to the system of detaining and removing illegal immigrants. The 
funding will be dedicated to developing and deploying the Detainee Location Tracking 
Module as part of the Bed Space and Transportation Management System, expanding the 
ICE Data warehouse data capacity and reporting capability to support the DRO IT data, 
and expanding Web services to allow the Electronic Travel Document application to 
communicate with other internal or external applications. DROM will effect 
improvements in the areas of real-time dynamic data reporting, detainee management, 
management of detention beds and tracking detainees, bed-space availability 
management, and transportation management for improved efficiency in detention and 
removals. 
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• Law Enforcement Systems Modernization: Total funding of S49 million is requested to fund 
the ICE Law Enforcement Systems Modernization initiative, including a number of case 
management, information sharing, and operational support service projects that will improve 
access to law enforcement information. For example, the case management Traveler 
Enforcement Communication System (TECS) system modernization effort will support 
the investigative arm of ICE and update a 20-year-old system, giving ICE improved 
capabilities for case management, money laundering tracking and reporting, telephone 
analysis, intelligence reporting and dissemination, Bank Secrecy Act data access, 
information sharing of subject record data, and statistical/ performance reporting. The 
funding will also support the design and development for the integration of ICE- 
Agreements of Cooperation in Communities to Enhance Safety and Security (ACCESS) 
and Information Sharing. 

• Immigrant Integration: Total funding of $10 million is requested for an Immigrant 
Integration program within USCIS, in order to improve the integration of immigrants into 
the United States. This program allows USCIS and the Office of Citizenship to work 
across the Federal Government and with state and local governments, U.S. businesses, 
non-profits, academia, and faith-based organizations to support effective integration 
efforts across the country. USCIS will provide grants to community-based organizations 
for citizenship preparation programs; facilitate English language learning through 
improved web resources; build volunteer capacity by developing a training certification 
framework for volunteers and, promote citizenship with integration messages at the 
workplace, among federal agencies, and the general public. 

• US- VISIT Identity Management and Screening Services: An $ 1 1 .2 million increase is 
requested to support the increased workload demands associated with the transition from 
2- to 1 0- fingerprint biometric capture for foreign visitors. The increase will support 
biometric identifications and verifications, latent print processing, data sharing with other 
agencies, and the growing Secure Communities initiative, which shares biometric 
information with local law enforcement. The funding will also support information 
sharing and technical assistance to select foreign governments to promote the adoption 
and use of common biometric identity management standards in order to advance the 
ability to screen travelers to and workers within the United States. 

Western Hemisphere Travel Initiative (WIITI): A $20.9 million increase is requested to 
continue maintaining and operating the WHTI program that supports Departmental 
efforts to facilitate the efficient movement of people at the land border POEs. WHTI 
provides a tool to conduct the necessary authentication at the time of crossing and it also 
accelerates the verification process mandated by law to the extent possible with Radio 
Frequency Identification (RFID) Technology and communications technology. 
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PREPARING FOR. RESPONDING TO. AND RECOVERING FROM NATURAL 
DISASTERS 


• Pre-Disaster Mitigation (PDM): A $60 million increase is requested for Pre-Disaster 
Mitigation in the Federal Emergency Management Agency. Funding will assist in the 
implementation of pre-disaster hazard mitigation measures that are cost-effective and are 
designed to reduce injuries, loss of life, and damage and destruction of property, 
including damage to critical services and facilities. 

• Adequate Fire and Emergency Response Staffing for Adequate Fire and Emergency 
Response (SAFER) Grants: Total funding of $420 million is requested to double the 
funds devoted to SAFER grants administered by the Federal Emergency Management 
Agency, which help fire departments increase the number of frontline firefighters. 
Funding will enable fire departments to increase their staffing and deployment 
capabilities, ensuring around the clock protection. 

• Disaster Relief Fund (DRF): Total DRF funding of $2 billion, an increase of $0.6 billion, 
is requested. The DRF, administered by the Federal Emergency Management Agency 
(FEMA), provides a significant portion of the total federal response to victims in declared 
major disasters and emergencies. This increase will provide relief for non-catastrophic 
disaster activity. 

• First Responder Technology: Total funding of $ 1 2 million is requested to develop and 
design technologies to address capability gaps identified by federal, state, local and tribal 
first responders. This program will test technologies, assess usability, and commercialize 
them to increase availability across all first responder communities. 

• Gap Analysis Program: An additional $3.0 million is requested for the Gap Analysis 
Program to supplement programs that evaluate the strengths and weaknesses of each 
state's emergency plans and evacuation plans and expand beyond earlier focus on 
hurricane-prone regions and rural and suburban areas to all hazards. 

MATURING AND UNIFYING DHS 

• DHS Headquarters Consolidation Project: An additional $75.0 million is requested in 
FY 2010 to initiate consolidation of mission support activities that will remain off- 
campus, reducing the amount of small and widely scattered leased locations. 

• Strategic Requirements Planning Process: An additional $5.0 million and five FTE are 
requested for the DHS Strategic Requirements Planning Process (SRPP) to establish 
tangible Department-wide targets and goals to help integrate DHS components' efforts 
and ensure that the Department fulfills its homeland security mission. The SRPP is 
designed to coordinate with the Department’s resource allocation and investment 
processes and ensure that both of these processes address the most critical homeland 
security needs and capability gaps. The SRPP is designed to utilize risk assessments to 
prioritize analysis of capability gaps, and risk would also be used to inform the 
prioritization of investment in capability gaps and needs identified through the SRPP. 
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• OIG Auditors: An increase of $5 . 1 million is requested to hire an additional 60 staff. The 
increase of staffing will better position the Office of Inspector General to assist in 
supporting the Department’s integrated planning guidance (IPG) of strengthening border 
security and interior enforcement. In addition, the increase will expand oversight of 
activities relating to DHS issues on immigration and border security, transportation 
security, critical infrastructure protection, federal and state/local intelligence sharing, 
Secure Border Initiative (SBI), and acquisition strategies. The OlG’s oversight activities 
add value to DHS programs and operations by providing an objective third party 
assessment to ensure integrity and transparency. 

• Data Center Development/Migration: A S200.0 million increase is requested to support 
further migration of component systems, applications and disaster recovery to the DHS 
Enterprise Data Centers for central DHS management. Select DHS component budgets 
include funds to migrate their component specific applications to the DHS Data Center. 
The Data Center consolidation efforts will standardize IT resource acquisitions across 
DHS components, as well as streamline maintenance and support contracts, allowing for 
less complex vendor support and expediting response times in the event of an emergency. 
Benefits derived from consolidation include enhanced IT security, improved information 
sharing with stakeholders, and enhanced operational efficiencies over time. 

• Information Security and Infrastructure: $23.0 million is requested to support: Network 
Security Enhancements, Internet Gateway Enhancements, and Single Sign-On Capability. 

o Network Security Enhancements: This funding is requested to mitigate high-risk 
areas within the DHS firewall. This request will establish critical Policy 
Enforcement Points across the DHS Network, improve DHS Security Operation 
Center capabilities (i.e„ remediation, forensics), and establish robust classified 
facilities with highly skilled analysts. Network Security Enhancements will 
identify all internet connections for remediation by migrating separate, legacy 
component connections behind the DHS Trusted Internet Connections (TICs). 

o Internet Gateway Enhancements: This request will implement a High Assurance 
Guard to support mission requirements for accessing social networking sites and 
establishing the DHS Email Disaster Recovery capability where 100 percent of all 
e-mail traffic will be behind the two DHS TICs. 

o Single Sign-On (SSO) Capability: Increased FY 2010 funding will be utilized to 
initiate the application integration and establishment of the core infrastructures for 
AppAuth, eAuth, the SSO Gateway, and Service Oriented Architecture required 
under the SSO project. Through the close alignment with HSPD-12, DHS 
employees and federal, state, local and private-sector partners will be able to log 
in to their systems with only a single set of credentials in order to access multiple 
applications. 
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TOTAL BUDGET AUTHORITY 

Dollars in Thousands 


60,000,000 

50.000. 000 

40.000. 000 

30.000. 000 

20 . 000 . 000 

10,000,000 



FY 2008 
Revised Enacted 


FY 2009 
Enacted 


FY 2010 

President's Budget 


H Mandatory, Fees, 
Trust Funds 

P Gross Discretionary 


• FY 2010 Gross Discretionary funding increases by S2.6 billion, or 6 percent, over FY 
2009. 

® There is an increase of $8.6 million, or . 1 percent, in estimated budget authority for 
Mandatory, Fees, and Trust Funds over FY 2009. 

® Does not include supplementals or rescissions of prior-year carryover funds. 
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FY 

Percent of Total Budget Authority by Organization 
$55,115,227,000 pLETC 

1% S&T 

9-1 9-1 !V/9 LA " i I’VS i ^o. 

FEMA 12% \ 


FEMA: USCIS 


NPPD 

4% 

usss 

3% 

USCG 

18 % 



/ 


2% 

DNDO 

1 % 

Dept. Ops 
2 % 


TSA 

14% 


CBP 

ICE 20% 
10 % 


A&O 

1% 


» The following offices are less than one percent of the total budget authority and are not 
labeled in the chart above : Office of the Inspector General, Office of Health Affairs. 

® Departmental Operations is comprised of the Office of the Secretary & Executive 

Management, the Office of the Federal Coordinator for Gulf Coast Rebuilding, the Office 
of the Undersecretary for Management, the Office of the Chief Financial Officer, and the 
Office of the Chief Information Officer. 
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TOTAL BUDGET AUTHORITY BY ORGANIZATION 

Gross Discretionary & Mandatory, Fees, Trust Funds 




FY 2008 


FY 2009 
Enacted 2 


FY 2010 
President's 
Budget 5 


FY 2010 +/- 
FY 2009 

FY 2010 +/• 

FY 2009 
Enacted 



$000 


$000 


$000 


$000 

% 

Departmental Operations * 

$ 

573,983 

$ 

644.553 

S 

904.673 

$ 

260.120 

40% 

Analysis and Operations 


304.500 


327.373 


357.345 


29,972 

9% 

Office of the Inspector General 


108,7(1 


98,513 


127,874 


29,361 

30% 

US. Customs & Border Protection 


9.285,001 


11.274,783 


11.4 36,9 17 


162,134 

1% 

U.5, Immigration & Customs Enforcement 


5.054.3 17 


5,928,2(0 


5.762.800 


(165,410) 

-3% 

Transportation Security Administration 


6,809,359 


6,990,778 


7,793,576 


802,798 

11% 

I'.S. Coast Guard 


8,631.053 


9,623.779 


9,955,663 


331,884 

3% 

U.S. Secret Service 


1.629.496 


1,637,954 


1,709,584 


71,630 

4% 

National Protection and Programs Directorate 


896,476 


1,(58,263 


1,958,937 


800,674 

69% 

Office of Health Affairs 


118,375 


157.191 


138,000 


(19,191) 

-12% 

Federal Emergency Management Agency 


5,515.178 


5,985,805 


6,612,287 


626,482 

10% 

FEMA: Grant Programs 


4.117.800 


4,245,700 


3,867,000 


(378,700) 

-9% 

U.S. Citizenship & Immigration Services 


2,822.012 


2.690,926 


2.867,232 


176,306 

7% 

Federal Law Enforcement Training Center 


273,302 


332,986 


288,812 


(44.174) 

-13% 

S&T Directorate 


830,335 


932.587 


968,391 


35.804 

4% 

Domestic Nuclear Detection Office 


484.7S0 


514,191 


366,136 


(148.055) 

-29% 

TOTAL: 

S 

47.454,648 

$ 

52,543,592 

s 

55,1 15,227 

S 

2,571.635 

4 89% 

Less Rescission of Prior Year Carryover Funds: 


(124.985) 


(61.373) 




61,373 

-100% 

ADJUSTED TOTAL BUDGET AUTHORITY: 

S 

47,329,664 

$ 

52,482,219 

s 

55,115,227 

S 

2,633,008 

5% 

SUPPLEMENTAL: ‘ 

S 

15,129,607 

S 

2.967,000 

s 


s 

(2,967,000) 

$ 


1/ FY 2008 revised enacted reflects net reprogramming/transfer adjustments for C8P ($2 6 million): TSA {-S 10.5 million); USSS ($34 0 million). 

NPPD (-$5 6 million). OHA <$ I 9 million). FEMA <-$23 0 million); US CIS ($282 167 million). FLETC ($5,636 million) FEMA - DRF to OIC 
($16 million). Reflects technical adjustments to revise fee estimates for TSA Aviation Security • General Aviation Fee ($ 050 million). TSA Aviation 
Security - Passenger & Aviation Security Infrastructure Fee ($96 025 million). TSA Transponaiion Threat Assessment and Credentialmg - Registered 
Traveler (-S3 1 60 (million); TSA Transportation Threat Assessment and Credentialmg - Transportation Worker Identification Credentials ($37 9 million). 
TSA Transportation Threat Assessment and Credentialmg - HAZMAT (-$1 0 million), TSA Transportation Threat Assessment and Credentialing - Alien 
Flight School ($1.0 million), and FEMA - Radiological Emergency Preparedness ($- 4*»2 million) Pursuant to P.L 1 10-161 reflects a scorekeeping 
adjustment for rescissions of prior year unobligated balances from USCG - AC&I (-SI37 264 million) and a rescission of current-sear appropriations for 
USM (-S5.0 million) 

V FY 2009 enacted reflects technical adjustments to revise fee estimates for TSA - Transponaiion Threat and Credentialing - Registered Traveler 

(-$10.0 million), TSA - Transportation Threat and Credentialmg • Transportation Worker Identification Credentials ($22 7 miltion). TSA - Transportation 
Threat and Credentialing - HAZMAT (-53.0 million). TSA - Transportation Threat and Credentialing - Alien Flight School ($10 million) Reflects USCG 
realignment of Operating Expenses funding and Pursuant to PL 1 10-53 reflects TSA realignment of funds for 9/1 1 Commission Act implementation 
(S3 675 million - Aviation Security. 13 825 million - Surface. $2 5 million • Support) Reflects a scorekeeping adjustment fora rescission of prior year 
unobligated balances from USCG • AC&I (-S20 0 million) 

3/ FY 2010 President's Budget reflects the proposed transfer of Federal Protective Service from ICE to NPPD ($640.0 million) 

4/ Departmental Operations is composed of the Office of the Secretary & Executive Management, the Office of the Federal Coordinator for Gulf Coast 
Rebuilding, the Office uf the Undersecretary for Management, the Office of the Chief Financial Officer, and the Office of the Chief Information Officer. 

5/ Pursuant to P.L. 1 10-161, reflects rescission of prior year unobligated balances FY 2U0K - Counter-Terrorism Fund (-S8 4X0 million); 

TSA (-$4 5 million). Analysis and Operations (-S8.7 million). FEMA - Disaster Relief Fund (-$20 0 million); USCG ■ Operating Expenses 
( $9 584 million), CBP (S- 2 003 million), US CIS (-$ 672 million); FEMA (-S2.9I9 million) ICE (-$5 137 million): FLETC {-$ 334 million). 

OSEM (-S4 21 1 million); USM (-S 444 million). CFO <-$.3*0 million) CIO ( $.403 million) DNDO <-$ 368 million) OHA {-$ 045 million). 

OIG (-S.032 million); NPPD {-51 995 million): S&T<-5 217 million) 

Pursuant to PL. 1 10-16 1, reflecis FY 2008 rescissions of start -up balances CBP (-$25 621 million). FEMA {-$14 257 million): 

Departmental Operations <$1 2 084 million). Working Capital Fund (-S2 509 million) 

Pursuant to P.L. 110-329, reflects FY 2009 rescissions of prior year unobligated balances. Analysis and Operations (-$21,373 million): 

TSA <-$31 O million); FEMA - Ccmj Grande (-$9 0 million) 


6/ In order to obtain comparable figures. Total Budget Authority excludes 

• FY 2008 supplemental funding puriuanl to P.L MO-161; CBP ($1 531 billion): ICE ($526 9 million). 

USCG <$166. 1 million); 

• NPPD ($275 0 million); FEMA ($3,030 billion); US CIS ($80 0 million); FLETC ($21.0 million). 

« FY 2008 supplemental funding pursuani to P.L. 1 10-252: USCG ($222 607 milium); FEMA ($897 0 million). 

- FY 2(8)8 supplemental funding pursuani to P.L. 1 10-329: OIG ($K 0 million); USCG ($300 o million); FEMA 
<$8,072 billion), 

• FY 2009 supplemental funding pursuant to P.L 110-252: USCG (SI 12 million). 

• FY 2009 supplemental funding pursuant to P.L. J 1 i-5. USM ($200 million): CBP (S680 million). ICE t$20 million); 
TSA ($10 Billion );. USCG ($240 million); FEMA ($6 HI million) OIG ($5 million). 

• FY 1009 supplemental funding pursuant to P.L. 1 1 1-8: USSS (SI 00 million). 
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EFFICIENCY REVIEW 

As the Department highlights its spending priorities in this Budget, it is simultaneously 
conducting a bold and far-reaching Efficiency Review initiative to ensure that taxpayer dollars 
are spent in the most effective way possible. Efficiency Review encompasses both simple, 
common-sense reforms and longer-term, systemic changes that will, over time, make DHS a 
leaner, smarter department better equipped to protect the nation. 

I launched the Efficiency Review on March 27, 2009 announcing sixteen department-wide 
initiatives beginning within 120 days, including: 

30 Days: 

• Eliminate non-mission critical travel and maximize use of conference calls and web- 
based training and meetings 

• Consolidate subscriptions to professional publications and newspapers 

• Minimize printing and distribution of reports and documents that can be sent 
electronically or posted online 

• Maximize use of government office space for meetings and conferences in place of 
renting facilities 

60 Days: 

• Implement an electronic tracking tool for fleet usage data to identify opportunities for 
alternative fuel usage; heighten vigilance for fraud, waste or abuse; and optimize fleet 
management 

• Conduct an assessment of the number of full-time, part-time employees and contractors 
to better manage our workforce 

• Utilize refurbished IT equipment (computers and mobile devices) and redeploy the 
current inventory throughout DHS 

• Leverage buying power to acquire software licenses for Department-wide usage 
(estimated savings of $283 million over the next six years) 

90 Days: 

• Develop cross-component training opportunities for employees 

• Develop a process for obtaining preliminary applicant security background data for 
candidates referred for final consideration (savings of up to $5,500 per avoided full 
background check) 

• As replacements are needed, convert new printers, faxes, and copiers into all-in-one 
machines (estimated savings of $10 million over five years) 

• Streamline decision-making processes in headquarters offices to eliminate redundancies 
120 Days: 

• Establish a plan to ensure the DHS workforce has employees sufficient in number and 
skill to deliver our core mission 
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• As replacements are needed for non-law enforcement vehicles, initiate acquisition and 
leasing of hybrid vehicles, or alternative-fuel vehicles in cases where hybrids are not 
feasible (estimated mileage improvement of above 30%) 

• Maximize energy efficiencies in facility management projects (estimated savings of $3 
million a year) 


• Standardize content for new-employee orientation and mandatory annual training 
modules department-wide. 

I have issued formal guidance to all DHS employees regarding the 30-Day initiatives, and 
planning for the remaining initiatives is underway. Beyond the first 120 days, Efficiency Review 
will become a central element of budget development and the long term strategic vision of the 
Department. 


PROGRESS 

The initiatives strengthened by this Budget would build atop what the Department has already 
accomplished since the start of the new administration. 

To secure the border, DHS has launched a major new initiative to combat drug, cash and 
weapons smuggling that support drug cartels in Mexico in their efforts against law enforcement. 
The initiative includes hundreds of new personnel at the border and increased technological 
capabilities. These efforts have resulted in significant seizures of smuggled items headed into 
Mexico. 

The Department has distributed $970 million dollars to bolster transit and port security. The 
Recovery Act signed by President Obama contains $1 billion for the development of new 
explosives-detection technologies to increase safety at transit hubs and public places. To guard 
against terrorism, 1 signed a new agreement with Germany to cooperate in developing new 
counter-terrorism technologies. 

In terms of increasing preparedness for, response to, and recovery from natural disasters, DHS 
has led the national effort in response to and preparedness for the 2009 H1N1 flu outbreak. 
Furthermore, the Department has responded quickly and effectively to severe ice storms in 
Kentucky, Arkansas, and Missouri, as well as to record flooding on the Red River in North 
Dakota and Minnesota. The Department has also taken critical steps to speed recovery in the 
Gulf Coast communities still struggling due to Hurricanes Katrina and Rita, including the 
extension of critical programs. 

The Department has also taken important steps toward building a single identity and culture. The 
Recovery Act contained $650 million for a new, consolidated headquarters for DHS, which is 
now scattered in buildings throughout the Washington, D.C. area. In March, I announced a 
moratorium on new branding for DHS components, which will now all use the established DHS 
seal. 
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Thank you for inviting me to appear before you today. I look forward to answering your questions 
and to working with you on the FY 2010 Budget Request and other issues. 
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CRIMINAL ALIENS 

Mr. Price. We will now begin questioning. I will have the first 
query. 

I mentioned in my opening statement, Madam Secretary, that, in 
my view, ICE should have no greater immigration priority than 
finding and removing people who have been convicted of crimes 
and judged deportable from the country. From some of your public 
statements, you seem to have similar views; but I would like to 
make sure we are all on the same page about this issue. How do 
you intend to focus ICE’s efforts to identify and remove deportable 
criminal aliens? How is this going to be reflected in your budget, 
and also the kind of policy you implement in the Department? How 
are you going to ensure that this focus remains a high priority for 
ICE? Are there other immigration priorities that compete or even 
take precedence over the effort to remove criminal aliens? In any 
event, how do you balance other priorities against the need to iden- 
tify and remove criminal aliens so they are not released to commit 
more crimes, but are deported when they complete their sentences? 

Secretary Napolitano. Thank you, Mr. Chair. I do believe that 
a high interest of ICE is to remove and deport criminal aliens from 
our population. And I say that based in little part on my own back- 
ground as the former United States attorney, Attorney General, 
and two-term Governor of Arizona, a border state, which perhaps, 
more than any other state in the last years, has seen the increase 
in illegal immigration across that border, and having to make judg- 
ments about what is the best way to get at it, and how do you do 
your immigration mission and public safety mission simulta- 
neously. 

Several things. One is that we look at how to use the existing 
programs within ICE to focus upon the criminal alien population. 
That means, for example, the 287(g) program. 287(g) is a program 
that basically consists of MOUs between the Department and state 
and local law enforcement. 

A very, very good use of 287(g) is to identify inmates in our pris- 
ons and jails, those who have already run afoul of our criminal jus- 
tice system, and begin the deportation proceedings before they are 
released from those places of incarceration, so that you don’t have 
a gap between when you serve a state sentence and then get re- 
leased into the public and then have ICE have to pick you up and 
start afresh with immigration enforcement. 

I was, as Governor, one of the first, perhaps the first, Governor 
in the country to negotiate such an agreement with ICE for the Ar- 
izona State prison system. It has been very effective, and we have 
seen those agreements be effective in multiple ways. 

SECURE COMMUNITIES PROGRAM 

Mr. Price. And within the 287(g) program there is a good deal 
of variability. I know the Department has that under examination 
at present, what the kind of permissible range variability would be. 
But you are saying a prime focal point of 287(g) or presumably Se- 
cure Communities or other programs of this sort should be this 
criminal alien population? 
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Secretary Napolitano. That is right. And Secure Communities 
was the next point I was going to bring us to, which has been a 
remarkably effective program, and the budget that the President 
has submitted greatly increases it. But it is really a way to unite 
immigration, public safety, criminal law, agencies and communities 
across the country to focus on the criminal alien population. 

Also, gangs, for example, particularly in some of the states where 
you have large gangs that have a large percentage of illegals who 
are members of the gang — the Budget allows us to really focus 
those efforts in a very, very good way. 

The third way that this Budget and our Department are moving 
is to make sure we make great use of technology; in other words, 
that we gather the identities of those who are apprehended, that 
we make sure that criminal records checks are run against all the 
relevant databases. It sounds basic, it is, but it needs to be uni- 
form, basic, constantly done, and databases constantly improved. 
And you will see funding for that in the Budget as well. I could 
name a number of other things. 

Let me finish my answer, however, by making one point, and 
that is in the world of illegal immigration, ICE has to multitask. 
We cannot just do the criminal aliens. We have to prioritize and 
identify how we also do work site enforcement, how we also handle 
other matters involving illegal immigration. And so I think one of 
the things — one of the items I am trying to bring to bear on the 
Department, influenced by my experiences I have had, is how do 
we prioritize even with ICE as we multitask on a number of these 
areas. 

But I think, Mr. Chairman, you are exactly right. The criminal 
alien population, in dealing with them and being very robust there, 
is going to be a key priority for us. 

Mr. Price. Thank you. Mr. Lewis. Or Mr. Carter, I am sorry. 

RIGHT-WING EXTREMISM REPORT 

Mr. Carter. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Madam Secretary, wel- 
come. I am glad you are here. It gives us a chance to visit. I am 
looking forward to visiting with you and you have got a tough job, 
a real tough — tougher than Governor, I promise you. 

I want to start with something that I have been upset about and 
raising Cain about, and so I am going to ask you about it. And that 
is this right-wing extremism report that was mailed out to all law 
enforcement officials in the United States. And when I read 
through it, the reason it jumped off the page at me is the classifica- 
tions of folks that we ought to be watching out for make up about 
80 percent of my district. And I really felt that it seemed to be a 
little different than what we really should be talking about. 

And of course, I represent Fort Hood, Texas, where we have 
50,000 fighting men and women who work constantly protecting 
our Nation, and many of them retire in our area and become vet- 
erans in our area. We have two VA hospitals within driving dis- 
tance of my home. And I was very concerned about the fact that 
we labeled our returning veterans as possible recruiting persons for 
terrorism in this country, in this report that I have right here with 
me. 
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And I understand that you have apologized to the soldiers and 
to the military. And I understand that, but I would just like your 
view on this and how it was accumulated and what reason it is 
that it hasn’t been withdrawn and better clarified. 

Secretary Napolitano. Well, let me, Congressman, you are right; 
some things in my initial days have gone very well at the Depart- 
ment; some things have not, and that was probably the worst 
thing. I have apologized for that report. It was not authorized to 
be distributed. It had not even completed its vetting process within 
the Department. It has been taken off of the intel web sites and 
the lexicon that went along with it was similarly withdrawn. Nei- 
ther were authorized products, and we have now put in place proc- 
esses. It turned out there were really no procedures that govern 
what went out and what didn’t before, and now there are. I do not 
want to see a replication of that. 

I also met with the leadership of the American Legion. They 
were offended by the report. I understood that. We had a very good 
conversation, and we are going to work with them. For example, 
we are going to be providing — as you can see from the Depart- 
ment’s history and where we are heading this next fiscal year, we 
are still in hiring mode. We will be participating in the job fairs 
that the veterans are hosting to recruit among that veteran popu- 
lation. That is a great, great source of workforce for us. 

Indeed, I think over 25 percent of the Department — that is prob- 
ably a low-ball number, irrespective of the Coast Guard — are mili- 
tary veterans. So that is a huge population for us. 

With that, however, one of the things we do need to do on the 
intel side — and let me, if I might, share with you where I think we 
need to head, setting aside that mistake. Where we need to lead 
is where the Department of Homeland Security holds a unique role. 
There is no other department of the Federal Government that has, 
as part of why it was created, to share information with state and 
local law enforcement, that they can use. Most intel that you pay 
for, that you appropriate money for, is shared around Washington, 
D.C. It is shared around federal agencies. But there is really very 
little that goes back and forth with state and local. And that is the 
partnership that I talked about in my opening statement com- 
ments. Now, if we are going to do that, we have to turn out a qual- 
ity product and we have to turn out something that is useful to 
state and local. And that is the improvement process that we are 
embarking upon now. 

I look forward to the confirmation of an Under Secretary for I&A. 
We do not have one yet, but a nominee has been named by the 
President and others, and really being that part of value added to 
our whole nation’s network for homeland security. 

Mr. Carter. Well, as part of that question, clarification I guess. 
I have worked with State and local police for 20 years, and I can 
assure you we have got some of the best and smartest and most 
effective police forces in Texas of anybody around. But in turn, this 
official report has been received by those people and if nothing has 
been — you are right; things are heard around Washington, but if it 
doesn’t get out of Washington, then as far as they are concerned 
this report is still valid and a high priority there. That is why I 
asked, did you send them something, these people all over the 
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United States that received this thing about our veterans and 
about our people who believe in the Second Amendment and the 
other people who were opposed to abortion and so forth. Have you 
sent something out to these law enforcement officers so they are 
not targeting these individuals as they look for terrorists? 

Secretary Napolitano. Thank you, Congressman. First of all, the 
report was not designed for targeting purposes. It was designed for 
situational awareness. Secondly, the report is off the DHS intel 
web site and all of its web sites. And third, it will be and is in the 
process of being replaced or redone in a much more useful and 
much more precise fashion. 

Mr. Carter. But that it went out to them in a written form, has 
it been withdrawn in a written form? Or if it went out in electronic 
form, has it been withdrawn in electronic form? Because not every- 
body looks at Web sites. 

Secretary Napolitano. I believe that is how that information is 
distributed. 

Mr. Carter. Only on the Web site? 

Secretary Napolitano. Is my understanding, but I will double- 
check. And it is not there anymore. 

Mr. Carter. Very good. Very good. 

Mr. Price. Thank you. Ms. Roybal-Allard. 

unaccompanied children 

Ms. Roybal-Allard. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and thank you 
to the members on my side for allowing me to go first, since I have 
to leave right away. 

Secretary Napolitano, I have been deeply concerned by reports 
from NGOs that unaccompanied children apprehended at the bor- 
der are sometimes being held for extended periods of time, some- 
times as long as 5 days at Border Patrol stations. This is based on 
a report from the Women’s Commission, which has also been con- 
firmed by your own Department and your agency, Border Patrol as 
well as ICE, which are two of the agencies that have responsibility 
for these children. The third is the Office of Refugee Settlement, 
and I have heard that these delays occur in large part because the 
ORR lacks the resources to promptly accept these children. Con- 
cerns have also been raised as to whether ICE is the right agency 
to facilitate the transfer of these children. 

Have you had the opportunity to look at the current structure for 
the handling of unaccompanied children and do you believe that 
ORR, not ICE, should have the responsibility for the transfer and 
placement of these unaccompanied children, given the problems 
that we have seen? 

Secretary Napolitano. Representative, let me say yes and no. 
Yes, we have begun looking at a whole host of issues involving de- 
tention policies and practices of ICE. We have elevated the deten- 
tion office within ICE — it was at the bottom of the org chart — to 
an office that reports directly to the head of ICE, who hopefully 
will be confirmed within the next week or two. His name is pend- 
ing before the Senate now. But also to look at issues — unaccom- 
panied juveniles, health-care standards within our ICE detention 
facilities. There are a whole host of things that have caused public 
concern. So that is one among several we are looking at and we 
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will be happy to provide you with information as that examination 
goes forward. 

With respect to ORR versus ICE, as to which is the appropriate 
body, I have not yet made a determination. This is a very difficult 
issue. In states along the border, there are a lot of children, unfor- 
tunately, who are picked up as unaccompanied minors, and some- 
times they are held simply while someone in the consulate or some- 
where else asks that they be held there, or held there while they 
try to locate parents or somebody in Mexico or Central America 
where they could safely be returned. And so sometimes that takes 
more than a day or two or three, though I don’t think it is often 
an extended stay, nor should it be. 

So I have not yet made the determination whether ICE is doing 
the best job or ORR is a better place for that, but I do know it is 
one of a cluster of detention issues that we are looking at. 

ALTERNATIVES TO DETENTION 

Ms. Roybal- Allard. Okay. And are you also looking at alter- 
natives to detention for those that pose no threat to the commu- 
nity, the elderly and the sick? It is a much cheaper way of moni- 
toring these people. And I believe that ICE spent close to $2 billion 
to house approximately 400,000 detainees, and it is very expensive, 
and it is a proven method to be able to monitor, through super- 
vision and other monitoring of programs, a lot of these people that 
are very vulnerable, as I said, such as the elderly and those who 
are ill. 

So I was just wondering if you were also looking at those alter- 
natives to not only reduce costs but also because it is a more hu- 
mane way of housing these vulnerable populations. 

Secretary Napolitano. Representative, we are. I must say, how- 
ever, that my initial blush review of alternatives to detention was 
not a very encouraging one. It was not actually all that cheaper 
than actual detention, and the disappearance or the rate of people 
not coming back for their visits or whatever was not acceptable. So 
whatever we were doing in that mode either had to be strength- 
ened and funded appropriately or we needed to continue with a de- 
tention model. 

So we are looking at it. But I just wanted to share with you, the 
purpose of detention is to hold somebody for deportation and the 
detainee knows that, too, and so there are some issues there that 
we need to address in the enforcement perspective. 

Ms. Roybal- Allard. Such as tracking bracelets and other 
things. 

Secretary Napolitano. Tracking bracelets. Again, they are not 
cheap. 

Ms. Roybal-Allard. Right, okay. 

Secretary Napolitano. That is the problem. 

Ms. Roybal-Allard. All right. I would like to work with you on 
that particular area. Thank you. 

Mr. Price. Madam Secretary, before we turn to Mr. Calvert, just 
to pick up on Ms. Roybal-Allard’s line of questioning, this is not the 
first time this committee has dealt with this. As you probably 
know, the report for this year’s bill asks that your Department, 
within 90 days, provide a briefing on this matter to our staff, and 
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that has not occurred. So we know you have this under advise- 
ment. It is something that we have a continuing interest in resolv- 
ing, particularly this ICE-ORR trade off and where the responsi- 
bility should sort of lie. 

Mr. Calvert. 


E-VERIFY PROGRAM EXTENSION 

Mr. Calvert. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and thank you, Sec- 
retary Napolitano, for returning today. 

In anticipation of this hearing, I reached out to folks back home 
and their concerns about our homeland security. I received an over- 
whelming response and found a majority of people had three major 
concerns: First is the lack of control over the southern border; sec- 
ond was the frustration with the Federal Government for its inabil- 
ity to stem illegal immigration and drug flows; and last, anger and 
disappointment — as an individual similar to Judge Carter I have 
three military installations in my district — about this ill-advised re- 
port on right-wing extremism. 

What I want to get into, though, is the primary sentiment on ille- 
gal immigration. First, I would like to thank you for your public 
support of E-Verify. As you may know, I created the program back 
in 1996, and I commend the administration for funding the E- 
Verify program at $112 million for fiscal year 2010. However, I 
have a question about the 3-year reauthorization request. 

E-Verify, as you know, is successful. It is highly adaptive. Obvi- 
ously, it is mandatory in your home State of Arizona. As you know, 
last Congress, the House passed a bipartisan 5-year reauthoriza- 
tion of E-Verify, 407 to 2. Why did you limit it to 3 years? Would 
you support a permanent reauthorization of this program? 

Secretary Napolitano. Thank you, Representative. I am a big 
supporter of E-Verify, and so thank you for what you did in 1996. 
I believe it has to be an integral part of our employer enforcement 
moving forward, because you have to give employers, particularly 
smaller ones, a relatively accessible, easy-to-use method of 
verifying lawful presence for purposes of employment. 

As Governor, I issued an executive order requiring the use of E- 
Verify throughout the Arizona government, so I know how it works 
because we were one of the largest employers and we were hiring 
people all the time. And so I knew that some of the issues raised 
with E-Verify in truth didn’t pan out. 

I also signed the law that was the strongest and, I think, re- 
mains to be the strongest employer sanctions law in the country 
which drives employers to use E-Verify. And indeed, I think the 
last report I saw was that about 26 percent of the employers who 
are on E-Verify now come from Arizona. So I know that if the law 
works in the right way, you get the right result. 

With respect to a 3-year authorization, you know, I live off of 
Congress’ wisdom. I would like certainly more than 1 year, and I 
certainly would like the expectation that this is going to be an on- 
going and integral part of our enforcement network. 

Mr. Calvert. Thank you. Regarding E-Verify, Federal contrac- 
tors, as you know the Federal order has been postponed twice. It 
is now scheduled to go into effect on June 30 of this year. Do you 
support the ruling requiring Federal contractors, one, to use the 
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system similar to what you decided in Arizona, or do you see any 
further delays of putting in this rule? 

Secretary Napolitano. Representative, I think my record speaks 
for itself on this in terms of my support on how E-Verify ought to 
be used. 

With respect to the postponement, I think that has mostly been 
a logistical one; in other words, to make sure that the system is 
robust enough, accessible enough and so forth, so that the actual 
application of stimulus moneys didn’t get slowed down waiting for 
E-Verify to catch up. 

Mr. Calvert. We had testimony here from the people who work 
for you that operate that system, and they said they are ready to 
go. 

Secretary Napolitano. We are ready to go. 

SOUTHERN BORDER SECURITY 

Mr. Calvert. Ready to go. I don’t know if I have time in this se- 
ries of questions, but I want to get into this problem we have south 
of the border on these drug wars going on down there and how that 
affects our security and our border. And maybe in what remaining 
time we have, what are you doing right now to help secure that 
border and the drug flows that are coming across? 

Part of that defense is air interdiction. I also represent March 
Air Force Base where AMOC is located, which operates the perim- 
eter air defense of the United States, and they are doing a mar- 
velous job of attempting to stop the high number of aircraft that 
are coming into the United States with these illegal substances. 
But the folks that are involved in that are using new technologies 
all the time, lower flying UVs 

Secretary Napolitano. UAV. 

Mr. Calvert [continuing]. UAV aircraft, other types of endeavors 
in which to get these drugs over. So what are you doing to support 
those activities to help stop these drug flows? 

Secretary Napolitano. A number of things, Congressman, from 
moving manpower down to the border, adding dog teams to the 
border who are cross-trained to sniff drugs, but also we have dog 
teams trained to sniff guns and bulk cash, to adding to our border 
liaison officers — those are the ones that deal directly with their 
counterparts on the Mexican part of the border — to adding more 
technical and technological capacity, to adding more ICE attaches 
within the interior of Mexico to feed intelligence back up to us 
about what is going on. There is a whole menu of things. 

METHAMPHETAMINE 

Mr. Calvert. One of the things I want to touch on is meth- 
amphetamine. It used to be these labs were scattered all around 
the rural areas in Arizona and California and the rest. Now, most 
meth comes in from Mexico, about 90-plus percent of methamphet- 
amine comes in from Mexico, from these superlabs that are located 
there, and it is a horrific, horrific drug. It is literally poison. 

And the system in Mexico to get precursors into Mexico from 
China and India, are you involved in that to try to work with the 
Mexican Government? And I give President Calderon full credit on 
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trying to stop this, to help stop these precursors coming in. So I 
just wanted to bring that up also, Mr. Chairman. 

Secretary Napolitano. Yes. And I could say yes we do have that 
and we are working with that primarily through CBP. 

Mr. Calvert. Thank you. 

Mr. Price. Thank you. Mr. Rodriguez. 

OPERATION STONEGARDEN 

Mr. Rodriguez. Thank you, and welcome, Madam Secretary. 

I represent a district that has 785 miles on the border. I have 
three major sectors there, the Border Patrol. I have over 17 border 
stations and seven ports of entry. So I do represent the most, more 
than anyone else on the border, in the southern border and the 
northern border. So I wanted to kind of touch base with you on a 
piece of legislation, H.R. 1448, that we pushed forward that in- 
cludes efforts that the administration — and President Obama has 
already indicated that are a priority for him: Project Gun Runner, 
the best teams at ICE, and Operation Stonegarden. 

The Chairman has also taken a major lead on the Stonegarden 
project which has been dormant, and the Chairman made sure that 
we got it activated. Although it has a lot of problems because it has 
got — the locals have to go through the State and then, you know — 
and so I wanted to ask you — and I don’t know if you have given 
any thought, but would you support or consider moving Operation 
Stonegarden as a stand-alone direct grant similar to assistance to 
firefighters? 

Secretary Napolitano. Congressman, let me look at that, if I 
might. What we have been doing over the past 2 months is we have 
intensified our efforts on the southwest border — holding regular 
conference calls with the local police and sheriffs who occupy, are 
doing the frontline law enforcement down there. And it was in par- 
tial response to their request that we freed up the guidance on 
Stonegarden so they could use it for other things. And we brought 
forward some previously unallocated funds, around $59 million, 
that is really accessible and designed for them, and I occasionally 
participate, myself, in those conference calls. 

They have not mentioned to us the need to apply directly, and 
it surprises me that they are not or do not believe they are able 
to do so. I believe they can already. So I will need to go back and 
double-check. 


OUTREACH EFFORTS 

Mr. Rodriguez. Thank you. And then I also wanted to kind of 
touch base with you on this. As Congressman Carter had men- 
tioned earlier, the administration, at the very beginning after 9/11, 
there were some groups that would come together — whether it 
would be Jewish, Christian, Muslim groups in the community — in 
terms of getting better understanding of each other. Are there any 
efforts at this point in time going on in this area? And I would en- 
courage that kind of activity to occur in communities throughout 
this country as a proactive method of reaching out, and I know that 
there were some that were conducted. Somebody just came out 
automatically to bridge the gap and have a better understanding 
between communities. And that could also include between people 
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that might feel one way or another on abortion, as well as veterans 
and others, and those that might be identified as gun lovers and 
whichever. 

But I know that that initially was occurring, and I was won- 
dering if that is also part of your agenda, and I would encourage 
you to kind of look at that, if you cannot respond at this present 
time. 

Secretary Napolitano. Congressman, we have within our civil 
rights and civil liberties section an outreach effort into several com- 
munities. One that I think I can mention here is an outreach effort 
to the Somali communities around the United States. I do not 
know that we actually convene multi-interest groups in the way 
that you described, but I think we clearly understand that there is 
an outreach component to the security work that we do that is very 
important. 


EMPLOYEE HOUSING 

Mr. Rodriguez. Because I think that would be much more 
proactive and working with communities and helping out from a 
homeland security perspective. 

Let me also quickly follow up. Since I have a lot of rural — on the 
border, rural Texas, one of the biggest difficulties that we have — 
and your budget includes funding for deferred maintenance of ex- 
isting employee housing. But do you think there is a need for build- 
ing additional units and working in the area of communities for 
public service, private sector housing for our workers? That is one 
of the biggest problems that we have when we locate them out 
there in West Texas. 

Secretary Napolitano. Thank you, Congressman. It depends 
where you are on the border, but particularly in some of the areas 
on the border where we have greatly staffed up very quickly, you 
really don’t have the housing stock there for the employees; and so 
that means they are having to commute really long distances to get 
to the border station to go to work. 

So in certain areas, yes, we are working with local housing au- 
thorities, public-private partnerships, the whole kind of menu of 
different options to try to make housing more uniformly available 
to our own workforce at the border. 

Mr. Rodriguez. It is a very serious problem, and I would hope 
that you kind of look at that and see what we can make happen 
for some of those employees. 

Secretary Napolitano. Agreed. 

OPERATION STONEGARDEN 

Mr. Price. Thank you. Before we turn to Mr. Kirk, just following 
up for a moment on Mr. Rodriguez’s line of questioning. This too 
is a matter that is not new before this Subcommittee. In fact, the 
report accompanying this year’s bill indicates that these Operation 
Stonegarden grants are made directly to tribal governments, units 
of local government including towns, cities, and counties along land 
borders of the United States; the purpose being, of course, to en- 
hance the coordination between local and Federal law enforcement 
agencies. I am quoting here from our report. 
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The report further directs that only CBP and FEMA are to make 
these Operation Stonegarden grant decisions; and specifically it 
says that no administrative costs are to be deducted from Oper- 
ation Stonegarden award totals by the States. So I do think we 
have dealt with this. We thought we had. So to the extent it needs 
to be revisited, maybe you can clarify if some problem has devel- 
oped. 

Secretary Napolitano. Mr. Chairman, that is why I was some- 
what surprised at the question, because my understanding was 
these are direct-funded to local entities, not just that the state was 
no longer needed as the entity. I think that is the way it is. I will 
actually bet you $5 that is the way it is. But we will just double- 
check anyway. 

Mr. Price. Thank you. Very good. Mr. Kirk. 

RIGHT-WING EXTREMISM REPORT 

Mr. Kirk. I really want to commend my colleague Mr. Rodriguez. 
It is an outstanding bill that you have got. I have signed on and 
I think you have done a very good piece of work on that legislation. 
I hope we get it through. 

I want to ask a couple of quick questions. One, this extremist re- 
port; your staff said the return of military veterans facing signifi- 
cant challenges reintegrating in their communities could be the po- 
tential emergence of terrorist groups and lone-wolf extremists capa- 
ble of carrying out violent attacks. And you have apologized for 
that directly and said you took it off your Web site. 

Let me just ask specifically, who in the extremism and 
radicalization branch of the homeland environment threat division 
have you fired for this report? 

Secretary Napolitano. Mr. Representative, as you know, I can- 
not discuss personnel matters with you, nor would it be appro- 
priate to do that in a public committee setting, but I can say this. 

The report was begun many months ago. It was part of a series 
of reports on a whole variety of things that are occurring within 
the United States. The fact of the matter is, as was correctly noted 
by the Veterans of Foreign Wars when they read the report, the re- 
port was not an accusation, it was an assessment of who some 
right-wing groups, a target — I don’t really want to use the word 
“right-wing.” Let me finish my answer, please. 

Mr. Kirk. Let me interrupt you. The President just fired our 
commander in Afghanistan, a way more important person than 
who works for you, and you can’t tell us that you have taken any 
action whatsoever? 

Secretary Napolitano. I can tell you that personnel actions are 
being taken, but I can also share with you that it is not appro- 
priate for me to talk with you today in committee, and that is all 
I think I should be saying. These are career civil servants. Most of 
them have worked at the Department since 9/11 and 

Mr. Kirk. The President took inappropriate action in firing a ca- 
reer military officer in public? 

Secretary Napolitano. Representative, I am saying that per- 
sonnel action — appropriate personnel action — has and will be taken 
in compliance with our Nation’s civil service laws. These are civil 
servants. 
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Now, with respect to the report, on the veterans issue there was 
no intent to accuse our veterans of being un-American. What there 
was was an understanding that veterans are sometimes targeted 
for recruitment. That is an assessment the Department of Defense 
indeed gives instruction to its own commanders at its own military 
bases about the same phenomenon. In fact, some of that was the 
basis for the report. We have made all those sources available to 
the committee. 


TRIBAL CYBER SECURITY 

Mr. Kirk. Now, we have in the one-tenth of 1 percent of cuts that 
the President made, we cut criminal grants assistance to incar- 
cerate criminal aliens, but we are funding $15 million for cyber se- 
curity efforts to help tribal governments. Describe the specific trib- 
al security cyber threat that you have seen. 

Secretary Napolitano. Mr. Congressman, what that is related to 
is to make sure that there are tribes throughout the United States 
that have infrastructure, just as there are towns and other entities. 
And what we are trying to do is make sure that everybody has ac- 
cess, just as we work with some in the private sector and some in 
the local sector. Our domain within the cyber world is the protec- 
tion of the dot gov sites and the protection of the work with the 
private sector on their sites. 

Mr. Kirk. But you would agree that funding should be threat- 
driven? 

Secretary Napolitano. Funding is risk-driven. 

Mr. Kirk. Risk-driven. Based on the threats you have seen and 
the risks, have you seen any specific cyber threat report related to 
a tribal government? 

Secretary Napolitano. I have not seen a specific cyber report. 
However, I can share with you that the moneys that ultimately will 
be given out will be based on a threat and risk assessment. 

Mr. Kirk. Since your report on cyber security hasn’t come up, 
can you give us a quick understanding from your viewpoint on 
what the specific areas of responsibility are for NSA, DHS, and 
DOD? 

Secretary Napolitano. Well, Congressman, as you know 

Mr. Kirk. Not a hundred thousand feet. How do you see a lack 
of duplication of these three agencies? 

Secretary Napolitano. As you know, Congressman, the Presi- 
dent has that very topic under review. I think, as you can also ap- 
preciate, it is an ever-changing threat environment in the cyber 
world and one to which we are paying particular attention. 

Mr. Kirk. I am not asking for his opinion. I am asking for your 
opinion. 

Secretary Napolitano. Congressman, I think we are partici- 
pating in that review. I believe the President will be making an- 
nouncements there shortly. However, I think it is fair to say that 
where DHS’s role is preeminent is in the dot gov realm and the 
interaction with the private sector realm. 

Mr. Kirk. Thank you. 

Mr. Price. Mrs. Lowey. 
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ASSAULT RIFLES 

Mrs. Lowey. Thank you. Madam Secretary, welcome. I do want 
to say we are very fortunate to have a person of your caliber, con- 
viction, and intelligence in this position and we thank you. And be- 
fore I ask a question I just wanted to mention a couple of issues, 
because our time is limited, that I look forward to working with 
you on. 

First of all, bolstering aviation security. TSA employees should 
be given executive bargaining rights, and I have been working on 
this issue and I hope we can be successful. 

Number two, improved emergency communications for our first 
responders. More focused urban area grants to cities that are truly 
high risk. Improved cyber security for critical infrastructure, de- 
creased border violence, and the identification, removal of dan- 
gerous criminal aliens which my Chair has focused on before. 

I want to a ask you a brief question about an issue that I think 
is urgent, having just returned a couple of months ago leading a 
congressional delegation to Mexico. 

The ATF estimates that 90 percent of firearms recovered in Mex- 
ico come from dealers in the United States, and many of the 6,600 
licensed U.S. Gun dealers, licensed U.S. Gun dealers along the 
southern border, operate out of their houses and sell assault weap- 
ons that fall into the hands of Mexican drug cartels. In one case 
that was recently dismissed, a gun shop owner had sold hundreds 
of AK-47 rifles to smugglers. 

Maybe you can share with us, do your think the availability of 
assault rifles from the United States, which are illegal in Mexico, 
increase border violence? 

Secretary Napolitano. Congresswoman, I think what we are try- 
ing to do on the gun issue going south is to do a more robust job 
of actually intercepting and interdicting them, and also working 
with Mexico so that we get real-time exchange of information about 
the guns that are seized that have been used in the commission of 
a crime, so that appropriate tracing can be done for purposes of 
pattern analysis and possible prosecution under our gun laws now. 

So to the extent the budget has additional resources from our De- 
partment for those efforts, that is how they are tailored. 

SECURING THE CITIES 

Mrs. Lowey. I will move on to another subject. Your fiscal year 
2010 budget proposal does not request any funding for securing the 
cities, a Federal and local effort, to prevent illicit radiological and 
nuclear material from being detonated in Manhattan; and for the 
past 2 years, the program has been funded at $30 million, which 
is less than one-hundredth of 1 percent of the budget for a program 
that seeks to eliminate the catastrophic attacks scenario. 

Given that President Obama has called the threat of nuclear ter- 
rorism the most immediate and extreme threat to global security, 
why is this program not funded in this request? 

Secretary Napolitano. The answer is several-fold. Securing the 
Cities was a pilot program involving New York, New Jersey, that 
area, on the nuclear threat as you correctly described. It was de- 
signed to be a 3-year pilot. There is money in the pipeline that will 
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pay for the 3-year pilot. Indeed, New York hasn’t yet submitted its 
application for the fiscal year 2009 funds. Therefore, it was the 
view that new money into the program for the pilot wasn’t nec- 
essary and we want to see how the pilot actually works. If the 
states involved, such as New York, want to use other homeland se- 
curity grant money to take it forward for years 4, 5 and 6 beyond 
the pilot, those grants can be requested through those other grant 
programs. So that was the thinking. 

Mrs. Lowey. Thank you. So you agree that it is an important 
program, and pending evaluation you will make that decision as to 
whether additional moneys should be invested in the future. 

Secretary Napolitano. I agree it is an important program. I 
agree that the nuclear issue always will be an important one for 
us. The question will be, and it will be partly for this committee 
and others in the Congress, should the pilot be continued under the 
Securing the Cities issues; or should it be, as this budget designs 
it, shifted over then to the regular grant programs once you are 
through the pilot phase and have used those funds up? 

Mrs. Lowey. I will ask one more question. 

Mr. Price. You better make it quick. 

TSA COLLECTIVE BARGAINING 

Mrs. Lowey. Let me just say, President Obama has publicly sup- 
ported granting all TSA employees collective bargaining rights, 
whistle-blower rights, veterans preference and other common work- 
place protections enjoyed by other DHS employees. When you testi- 
fied before the authorizing committee earlier this year, you told 
Chairman Thompson you were discussing the issue of TSA collec- 
tive bargaining with general counsel. Do you have an update, brief- 
ly? 

Secretary Napolitano. Other than to say it is still in the review. 
What is really, I will say, Representative, the major issue we are 
waiting for now, is for the President to actually nominate a new 
head of TSA, because you really want, if you are going to be mov- 
ing down that path, to have your TSA head in place, and that nom- 
ination has not yet been made. 

Mrs. Lowey. Well, Mr. Chairman, I just want to say in closing 
on that issue, it seems that there is tremendous turnover, dis- 
satisfaction, disgruntled employees. And if this is the first line of 
defense in the airports, it doesn’t make sense to me. They should 
be treated like all other Federal employees and have collective bar- 
gaining rights. We want them to stay in that position for a lengthy 
period of time so they can get the expertise and be professional in 
their work. So I would hope that decision would be made shortly 
concerning that issue. 

Secretary Napolitano. Thank you. If I might add, one of the 
things I think we also — in addition to looking at that, we need to 
be looking at for TSA, which we are also looking at, is a real career 
path for those employees so that, you know, if you come in as a 
frontline screener, that there is a way to move up the chain as a 
way of making a real career with value added and training and su- 
pervisory responsibility and the like. And I think, in part because 
it is a relatively new agency, you really don’t have that kind of a 
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defined career path, and we want to design one for those employ- 
ees. 

Mrs. Lowey. Thank you very much. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Price. Thank you. Mr. Rothman. 

CHEMICAL PLANT FACILITIES 

Mr. Rothman. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Madam Secretary, great pleasure to have you here with us. The 
FBI has called a 2-mile stretch in northern New Jersey, which 
links my district to the port of Elizabeth, the most dangerous 2 
miles in the United States when it comes to terrorism. The screen- 
ing of all cargo at Port Elizabeth is an important security concern 
for my constituents and the entire region; and I am glad to see that 
you have prioritized container security and maritime security in 
general in the fiscal year 2010 budget request. 

However, the other challenge that we face in that 2-mile stretch 
has to do with chemical plant facilities. New Jersey’s chemical 
plants are known al Qaeda targets. Will the securing of those — fur- 
ther securing of those chemical plant facilities be a priority in your 
Department? And in particular, there was language enacted in 
2008 which said that the States could have their own regulations 
with regard to securing chemical plant facilities unless there was 
a conflict with the Federal requirements. Might it be time to revisit 
that language to allow each State to have its own chemical plant 
security regulations even stricter than a national minimum stand- 
ard, even if they conflict? 

Secretary Napolitano. Congressman, two things. One is we are 
actively engaged now on the issue of securing chemical facilities 
through the regulation, design and implementation of the regula- 
tions known as CFATS, and that has been a huge initiative under- 
taken by the Department over the last years, inordinately more 
complex and complicated than one would think at the outset. But 
you are exactly right to point to that in places like your own dis- 
trict about its potential danger to the homeland. So it is a key con- 
cern of ours and something that is ongoing, and we are working 
very heavily with the private sector on that, as you might imagine. 

With respect to the kind of reverse preemption argument, if they 
can go stricter but not looser than federal requirements, I must say 
that is the first time that has been suggested to me, and I would 
be happy to take a look at that. 

transportation security grant program 

Mr. Rothman. Thank you for that and look forward to engaging 
you in that discussion, or members of your Department. 

Also, Madam Secretary, I appreciate your focus on improving co- 
ordination and communication between the different arms of your 
agency, especially in light of the difficulties DHS has encountered, 
prior to your being sworn in as Secretary, with respect to the 
Transportation Security Grant program, which this Subcommittee 
has held two hearings on earlier. Are you familiar with this pro- 
gram and the inability or the apparent inability of grantees under 
the Transportation Security Grant program to draw down funds in 
a timely fashion? 
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Secretary Napolitano. I will have to look into that. I know that 
has been a problem with some of our grant programs. I also know 
that this budget eliminates some of these grant programs under 
the fear that they were not risk-based enough to really justify 
going forward. 


RISK ASSESSMENT FUNDING 

Mr. Rothman. These have to do, of course, with the New York- 
New Jersey metropolitan area. And that comes to my third ques- 
tion which has to do with your risk assessment, the request for 
funding for additional risk assessment capabilities. And by the 
way, I hope that you will personally take a further look at the 
Transportation Security Grant program. The second of our two sub- 
committee hearings was more productive than the first and gave us 
a better sense, or a sense that progress was being made and appro- 
priate attention was being focused, but if you as Secretary could 
take 

Mr. Price. This involved the Rail and Transit Grants and the 
problematic nexus that it would seem between TSA and FEMA in 
releasing those funds. 

Mr. Rothman. It seemed that progress was being made, but if 
you could take a personal look at that, that would be great. 

Secretary Napolitano. I would be happy to. 

Mr. Rothman. Finally, the question. I was very delighted to see 
that in the last several years, threat of risk assessment was going 
to be the key criteria upon which the allocation of homeland secu- 
rity funds was going to be determined, as opposed to simply divid- 
ing up a big pie across the country and regions that didn’t share 
the same level of threat or risk as others. But now that we have 
a more risk-based allocation of funds, there has been an allocation 
in your request, $5 million, for this strategic requirements plan- 
ning process to judge these risks in order of priority. Five million 
dollars. Do you think that that is sufficient to get the job done? 

Secretary Napolitano. Representative, yes, I do. I think that 
given where we are, where we are going, that is a very well-based 
budget request. 

Mr. Rothman. And sufficient? 

Secretary Napolitano. Yes. 

Mr. Rothman. Thank you. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Price. Mr. Farr. 


USE OF DOD RESERVE 

Mr. Farr. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Madam Secretary, I want to say how pleased I am that you have 
taken the responsibility of this job. I think it is really refreshing 
to have a Governor come to Washington and essentially have expe- 
rience on the ground with how things really operate. 

I find, having come out of local government, State government, 
after being here this many years, I am really glad that the Wash- 
ington Monument isn’t round, because if it was, we would have a 
monument that stove-pipes, which is what so much goes on. 

What I think is remarkable about your agency is essentially the 
concept of interoperability. I think we have made it, in the agency, 
interoperable, still some struggles; but as a lot of your issues and 
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testimony have touched upon, there are these around the edges. It 
is our other Federal agencies that are not interoperable with 
Homeland Security, and I have about probably five or six ques- 
tions. I will get to as many as I can. 

One is in your comments — and I would just like you to reflect — 
I have been through seven Presidentially declared disasters. It was 
very interesting the earthquake Loma Prieta in 1989 knocked out 
all the power and knocked out roads. Everybody was stuck. We had 
Fort Ord at that time, and the military could respond to the mo- 
ment it was declared a Federal disaster. Then the military, they 
had to drop everything. So all the generators that they turned on, 
they couldn’t be used. 

And I know that the Governors have indicated that they are not 
keen on using — allowing this sort of the presence of the Reserve 
system because they are under Federal DOD command, whereas 
the National Guard is under the Governor. But the Reserve system 
in America has — the DOD has all the equipment. And I wondered 
if you can work with sort of making these more — the ability to use 
the assets of the military for emergency response, whenever — you 
know, whenever it calls for it. 

I know that the Governors have indicated they don’t want that 
because they want to maintain control, and it seems to me that we 
are at a cross there. We have Governors who want everything they 
can at the moment the disaster occurs, but they don’t want — they 
want to have control. I think you are not going to be in the Army 
Reserves, or the other Reserves, Air Force Reserves, to the Gov- 
ernors. And I hope you can maybe look at seeing how we can make 
that more interoperable. 

FUSION CENTER IN SALINAS 

The other issue I want to bring up to you is I represent the city 
of Salinas. The city of Salinas has 150,000. It is essentially respon- 
sible for breaking the back of international terrorism through the 
cartels by big gangs in the largest State prison there. The town 
just does not have the resources. 

And what they are asking for, we have gotten other Federal help, 
and we have brought them all together in a whole it-takes-a-village 
to solve this problem. But now they want the intel issues that you 
mentioned earlier, and were really pursuing a model fusion center 
in a way it can be drawn that the Center for Homeland Security 
training are teaching master’s degrees and Ph.D.s at the Naval 
Postgraduate School. And I wonder if we could work with your 
agency to see if we could bring ability in this community to get an 
intel fusion center. We have already got the FBI Gun Checking Lab 
there, but there is still lots of other information that they need. 
Could you respond to that? 

Secretary Napolitano. Yes. First, with respect to your first 
point, having been a Governor longer than I have been a Secretary, 
I can understand the notion that Governors want to have equip- 
ment available at their immediate command when a disaster 
strikes, because of the need to avoid unnecessary delay. That being 
said, I think we are working very closely now with Governors on 
a whole host of response issues, and so hopefully that battle with 
them, as it were, is going much more smoothly. 



53 


With respect to a fusion center in the Salinas area that would 
be particularly geared toward intelligence gathering with respect to 
the quite sizeable gang prison population in that part of California, 
that is something we could certainly look at. 

FEDERAL LICENSED GUN STORES 

Mr. Farr. Thank you very much. Regarding the Southwest bor- 
der, what really struck me in earlier conversations, having visited 
the border and going with the President to Mexico City and to meet 
with all of the Federal agencies, one thing they have indicated that 
the law only allows ATF to go in and inspect gun sales through fed- 
erally licensed, federally authorized gun shops once a year. They 
want that authority moved to ICE because ICE has all the officers 
on the border, whereas ATF doesn’t have very many, and they 
want the authority to be able to check more than once a year. 

ATF is in the Justice Department, and DHS has many other re- 
sponsibilities under its bailiwick. Buying weapons along the SW 
border and transferring them illegally into Mexico is a huge prob- 
lem, and we need to focus more attention on this particular prob- 
lem. 

Secretary Napolitano. The Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco and Fire- 
arms is an agency that we work very closely with. We are working 
very closely with the Attorney General on how we can harmonize 
the joint responsibilities of ICE, DEA and ATF; because when you 
referred earlier to stove pipes, the memoranda, the original memo- 
randa really think of them as not having any kind of concurrent 
or overlapping work, when in fact they do, particularly at the bor- 
der. And I think we are very close to breaking through that in a 
formalized agreement. 

Mr. Farr. Well, if you need more authority, could you let this 
committee know? 

Secretary Napolitano. We will do it. 

Mr. Price. Thank you. Mr. Ruppersberger. 

PORT SECURITY 

Mr. Ruppersberger. Thank you. I think you are very well-quali- 
fied for this. I think Homeland Security has had a lot of issues and 
a lot of bad judgment, lot of calls, a lot of money that has been 
spent that really shouldn’t be where it goes. But the fact that you 
were a prosecutor, the fact that you were a Governor, in manage- 
ment, and know local and State government, and now where you 
are I think is a good fit. So we are looking forward to working with 
you. 

We are going to have two rounds of questioning. I have got three 
issues I want to raise. So I might not get it all done the first round, 
and where my three areas would be are going to be in port secu- 
rity. We talked to you about the nuclear components and cargo con- 
tainers being smuggled in, and we are going to get into the cyber 
issue, and then finally, I want to get into the Coast Guard about 
their resources, and especially in Central and South America as it 
relates to their resources. 

As far as the first one, the nuclear components and cargo con- 
tainers, I represent the port of Baltimore. I am cochair of the Na- 
tional Port Security Caucus. So I have done a fair amount in the 
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port area, and I understand — I mean, your budget zeroed out the — 
I think it was zeroing out any type of money for technology and de- 
tecting the nuclear components. I think one of the areas was 
cranes. You know, in port security you have to make sure that you 
balance security with the commerce. I think we learned that when 
there was a strike, I think on the west coast, with about 17 ports, 
and I think it was $1 billion a day that it cost us. 

But are you familiar with the DNDO? 

Secretary Napolitano. Yes. 

Mr. Ruppersberger. To my knowledge, they were appropriated 
close to $15 million in fiscal year 2009 to further develop an on- 
dock rail application; namely, a crane-mounted and straddle carrier 
detection system. And the crane-mounted system, which scans 
cargo containers as they are being unloaded, it seems to me is the 
way to go to balance out the commerce versus security, and it 
would not slow down operations. 

But the DNDO has some remaining money, and they just haven’t 
spent it. And you know, I am concerned that we need — we have a 
goal of scanning over 100 percent of incoming containers at foreign 
ports. And I really doubt, based on what I know, that that is going 
to be a reality. Just because you scan them doesn’t mean that you 
are getting what you need to get. 

I think you look at ports like Hong Kong where they say they 
scan every container, but they are going to miss a lot. So it is about 
technology and getting the right system in place. 

Now, as far as your goal, how do you address — do you think we 
will be able to meet the 100 percent? And secondly, the technology 
of trying to make sure that we can detect these nuclear components 
in cargo containers; because that is probably our biggest threat, 
components of a nuclear bomb coming into our country. 

Secretary Napolitano. Congressman, let me if I might 

Mr. Ruppersberger. In your fiscal year 2010 budget request, the 
acquisition of funding for radiation detection systems was zeroed 
out. That is why I am addressing this. 

Secretary Napolitano. That is right. Fair enough. And if I might 
address your question in several parts. One is, 100 percent scan- 
ning of all cargo from foreign origination by the deadline, I think 
I said even as early as my confirmation hearings, I thought that 
that deadline was not reachable, in part because of the logistics of 
simply negotiating some 700 or so international agreements to 
allow that sort of process to proceed. 

That being said, the budget does include expanding the ports 
that are doing 100 percent scanning abroad and adds three more 
of those ports, subtracting Hong Kong which now has withdrawn 
from our secure initiative. 

With respect to, however, scanning or screening at the ports as 
they come into the domestic U.S. — for nuclear, that is virtually 100 
percent. So I want to make sure we speak a little in a differen- 
tiated way between what we are doing abroad where the cargo is 
loaded, to what we are doing as they come into American ports. 

With respect to DNDO, yes, it was zeroed out for several reasons. 
First, there is money still in the pipeline that has not yet been 
drawn down. And second, the decision that the new-stage tech- 
nology that I think the Congress was perceiving would be available 
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to buy, really has not met our specifications or the expectations 
that we have; and rather than budget for it, I think we need to 
keep working with the vendors to get something that really will be 
working for us long term. 

Mr. Ruppersberger. If there aren’t systems that work now, then 
we have to continue to spend money to develop the systems which 
are going to work. 

Secretary Napolitano. And there is money in the pipeline for 
that, but we are not going to be buying new systems right now in 
fiscal year 2010. That is the money you are referring to that was 
zeroed out. 

Mr. Ruppersberger. Do you have research and development to 
determine there are a lot of inventors out there? 

Secretary Napolitano. There is money in S&T, but there also 
was unspent money in DNDO that could be used for that purpose. 

Mr. Ruppersberger. And as you said before, there clearly is an 
issue of port of embarkation and getting the intel, HUMINT and 
SIGNET, and developing those different countries. But I think 
there are only 70 countries that deliver to our port and out of, 
what, 700 or something, whatever it is, they really are limited as 
far as their resources. So are you working on a plan on the point 
of embarkation and how we get intelligence in those ports moving 
forward? 

Secretary Napolitano. I will try to answer quickly. The answer 
is yes. 

Mr. Ruppersberger. What are you doing? 

Secretary Napolitano. We are working with the Department of 
Defense and other entities on the intel gathering. That is how we 
selected the two or the three new ports that we will install the Se- 
cure Threat Initiative in this year. But beyond that, we have a 
multilayered risk-based approach that we are now using for cargo. 
I would be happy to make sure your staff or you are briefed and 
can see where we are headed. 

Mr. Ruppersberger. It is kind of tough in a hearing, in 5 min- 
utes, to do this. So we will have a meeting later and follow up. 

secure communities 

Mr. Price. And we will have another round of questions which 
I am going to begin at this very moment. 

So, Madam Secretary, let me follow up on your response to my 
first question which had to do with the prioritizing of convicted 
criminal aliens for deportation proceedings. It was significant, I 
think, that in giving that answer you focused on two programs that 
strive to strengthen the cooperation between ICE and local law en- 
forcement, namely the 287(g) program and Secure Communities, so 
I want to take that a little further. 

I am drawing here on some conversations I had recently with 
five sheriffs from North Carolina who discussed what they felt the 
best approach was for ICE to work with State and local law en- 
forcement to combat illegal immigration. Specifically, I would say 
the sheriffs, to a person, highlighted the good experience they had 
had with the Secure Communities program, which they say gives 
them important information about the criminal histories of the peo- 
ple they arrest, something that indisputably they need to know. 
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Yet they also stressed that it allows them to maintain good rela- 
tionships with local immigrant communities since it leaves to ICE 
the discussion of which individuals have detainers put on them and 
are to be scheduled for deportation. It leaves that discretion with 
ICE. It does not give local law enforcement a role in that. 

Now, the 287(g) program they had more mixed views of, some 
very positive, others not so positive. And that perhaps reflects, as 
I said earlier, the fact that 287(g) doesn’t look the same in each 
and every community, and I know the Department is exploring 
that as we speak. The program has been interpreted and imple- 
mented quite differently in various communities. 

But that aside, generally the 287(g) program allows our local offi- 
cials both to investigate the backgrounds of suspected illegal immi- 
grants and to make the determination whether an individual is in 
the country illegally. Now, deportation decisions, still a great deal 
of discretion with ICE; but more on intermixing of roles, I think 
you would agree, with local law enforcement; a less clear division 
of labor than we have with Secure Communities. 

In any event, 287(g) requires local officials to receive significant 
training in Federal immigration law that is costly and has, in some 
instances, led to strained relationships between local law enforce- 
ment and the immigrant community, since it does put local officials 
in the position of trying to stop crime while simultaneously being 
the long arm of ICE, or at least part of the enforcement mechanism 
with respect to Federal immigration laws. 

Now, all that by way of asking you, what do you think is the best 
way forward for ICE to build cooperative, working relationships 
with State and local law enforcement? Do you see significant dif- 
ferences between Secure Communities and the 287(g) program? Do 
you see clear advantages to one approach rather than to the other? 
I think we are going to have to sort this out, and you may not have 
it totally sorted out yet with respect to your own review. 

But it does seem to me, some of the pros and cons of the two ap- 
proaches are becoming clear. Certainly they are clearer to law en- 
forcement people in my communities. And I wondered what your 
reflections to this point would indicate. 

Secretary Napolitano. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. You are right; 
they are different with some overlap, but they are somewhat dif- 
ferent approaches to the same problem, which is how do you iden- 
tify for deportation criminal aliens and then get them deported. It 
is not just a matter of identification. It is a matter of removal from 
the country. 

As you correctly note as well, we are looking at 287(g). Why? Be- 
cause it had so many variations across the country and no metrics 
in terms of was it actually producing a benefit for our immigration 
enforcement efforts. We want to really be looking at that agree- 
ment to look at ways to make it more uniform across the country 
and to put some real metrics, so it is an accountable program to 
us. 

Secure Communities, you know — the easiest model is giving local 
law enforcement access to immigration databases in a computer- 
ized way so they can identify more immediately and clearly who 
they have got. And to me, that is working. It is working very well. 



57 


It is very popular, and I can predict that we will be looking to grow 
that program over this year and the coming years. 

Mr. Price. And can you clarify in your budget for 2010, you are 
proposing a substantial increase in that Secure Communities line 
which is $200 million? 

Secretary Napolitano. That is correct, because it is effective. It 
works and law enforcement knows it. 

SECURE BORDER INITIATIVE 

Mr. Price. Okay. Thank you. That is helpful, and we will con- 
tinue to work on this with you. Let me shift to the related topic 
of the Secure Border Initiative and the question of border infra- 
structure. 

On April 21 you told the Border Trade Alliance — and I am 
quoting you here — that you cannot build a fence from Brownsville 
to San Diego and call that an anti-illegal immigration, anti-illegal 
drug strategy. Almost 3 years into the Secure Border Initiative, 
SBI’s most visible and expensive symbol is the physical fence, as 
well as thousands of new Border Patrol agents deployed to the bor- 
der. The cost of this initiative over the past 3 years easily exceeds 
$4 billion. 

Now, at the same time, you have made it clear that you plan to 
finish the currently planned 670 miles of pedestrian and vehicle 
fencing. Your budget also includes $110 million, the same level as 
fiscal 2009, for tactical infrastructure. And your budget notes that 
the Border Patrol operational requirements call for a variety of 
such infrastructure, including additional pedestrian fence. 

However, I understand the Department does not intend to build 
new fence, but will focus on maintaining existing infrastructure, 
further testing and deployment of planned technology investments, 
and northern border technology programs. 

Now, as you may know, I have questioned the last administra- 
tion’s investment priorities in this area. So as you can imagine, I 
am encouraged by the approach you have articulated, but I do have 
some questions about where we turn next. After such massive in- 
vestments in technology and infrastructure and people, what would 
you say is your vision for a sustainable approach to the border se- 
curity and how do you envision these elements fitting together? 

Obviously from your budget, the combination of elements is rath- 
er different than what we had in the last administration. Could 
you describe that a little more, in a little more detail though, how 
would you characterize the combination of elements you are looking 
to work together to reinforce each other going forward? 

Secretary Napolitano. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and I will 
confine my remarks to the southern border. We can talk about the 
northern border, but they are different in respect to the kind of 
system we are putting in place, but both require a system. And to 
me, the system has several elements. 

One is adequate boots on the ground, manpower. The second is 
technology. For example, we now have just signed off on the first 
phase of SBInet as being operational. It is going into place in the 
Tucson sector and will be added to other sectors now along the 
southern border. That program, as you know, took a while to get 
worked out but it is now being worked out. 
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So boots on the ground and technology. And then infrastructure 
is part of a system. So while, for example, on the fence the budget 
does not necessarily ask for new miles and miles of fence, it does 
not say that there can never be another portion of fence added on 
as part of another section of the border. As part of a system, we 
might want to add some more fencing in certain more places in a 
limited way. 

But my statement at the Border Trade Alliance is what I have 
seen and what I have experienced, just building the fence across 
several thousand miles of some of the most rugged terrain you will 
ever see, is not in and of itself an anti-illegal immigrant or anti- 
contraband strategy. 

The other part that needs to be added to that is interior enforce- 
ment. That is why the worksite enforcement has to be part and 
parcel of our efforts here, because it is the demand or the draw for 
jobs that really creates the demand for a lot of that illegal immi- 
gration over the southern border. So unless you marry what you 
are doing at the border with some interior enforcement, all you 
have done is create a challenge to sort of run the gauntlet. And in 
a home-free system, that is what we need to avoid. 

Mr. Price. I assume you would agree beyond that, that enforce- 
ment alone is not, whatever the different components, whatever the 
different aspects, interior border enforcement; enforcement alone is 
not a sufficient immigration strategy. During my first months as 
Chairman I spent a lot of time down on that southwest border and 
have yet to meet a Border Patrol officer, a border agent, who would 
say enforcement alone is the answer to this problem. As long as our 
overall immigration policy is out of whack, as long as there is this 
gross disparity between what our labor market demands and what 
our official policy permits, all the fences in the world aren’t going 
to solve this problem. 

Secretary Napolitano. Mr. Chairman, I think the President has 
already indicated that he wishes to, sometime this year, take up 
the issue of underlying immigration reform, and we will be fully 
prepared to help participate in that effort when the time comes. 

Mr. Price. Thank you. Mr. Carter. 

COUNTER NARCOTICS AND WEAPONS SMUGGLING 

Mr. Carter. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. To clarify some stuff we 
have been talking about, on the issue of the guns coming across, 
I believe what ATF has reported is that of those seized and traced, 
they are from the United States, but they haven’t traced anywhere 
the number of guns that they have seized. So there are other places 
that we should be involved in trying to help our allies across the 
border find out where the guns come from and don’t presume that 
they all come from the United States, because they have already 
reported that many of them come from being imported for law en- 
forcement, and then law enforcement turning to the other side, the 
Army turning to the other side, and so forth. So there are other 
issues. 

On the 287(g) issue I believe that there are some good stats out 
there, that are available right now, showing that this has been a 
very effective program. 
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You mentioned that — and I wasn’t in the room but I was told of 
it — that you are formalizing an agreement with ICE, DEA, CBP 
and ATF and others on counter narcotics and counter weapons 
smuggling. Could you give us am idea of what kind of agreement 
you are formalizing and kind of where you think it is going? 

Secretary Napolitano. Certainly, Representative. With respect 
to the gun tracing you are right; that 90 percent number comes 
from guns actually turned over and traced, which is not the total 
universe of guns seized. We know that however, a great proportion 
of the guns seized come from the U.S. But there are guns that are 
coming from other sources as well. 

One of the things we are working on is a better way of capturing 
what guns are actually used in the commission of crimes right then 
and there so they can be traced quickly, which was not previously 
the case. 

With respect to working with the Attorney General, there are a 
number of oral memoranda of understanding, MOUs. Some of them 
date back to the 1970s, for example, between DEA and the old INS, 
and before ICE even was created, that divvy up things such as, for 
example, Title 21 authority. They are stove-pipe MOUs. They don’t 
really reflect the modern day that we are dealing with, which is a 
whole region with a whole complex of problems. So we are engaged, 
the Attorney General and I, in rectifying that situation now. 

Senator Grassley, for example, a couple of weeks ago actually 
wrote me a letter asking what we were doing. It was a GAO report 
on some of these old MOUs, and I was pleased to report to him 
that we are making good progress. You know, we hope to be able 
to announce something shortly. 

E-VERIFY 

Mr. Carter. That is a good plan. On the issue of this work site 
enforcement, 2 weeks ago Saturday night, I was at a barbecue with 
a Hispanic American contractor, probably the sharpest in my dis- 
trict, a big contractor. He is constantly turning over backwards to 
try to make sure that he is meeting every kind of requirement so 
that he is not going to get in trouble. I don’t know where he got 
it or what was said or what he read, but he was really concerned, 
and expressed it to me, that it looked like all the effort he had done 
was going to be for nil, including going through E-Verify and other 
things, because it looked like the target of the Department was 
now employers, period. And he was really concerned about it. 

And he was saying that if you do everything right, could you still 
end up being held for crimes charged against you? And of course, 
being an old judge, I said of course not. There are laws. But he is 
worried about shutting down his business, throwing him in jail, 
huge fines, when he says he has done everything right, and I be- 
lieve he has. That is his work ethic that he brings to the job. 

So I am real interested in these things, especially a lot of this, 
you are talking about new elements that are out there. One of 
them was then leaked — one of the supposedly secure documents 
was leaked to The New York Times. Are you aware of that? 

When you were talking, when you were doing some conversations 
on this new going after the employers, not the employees — and 
maybe this is where he got it — they were law enforcement sensitive 
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and you labeled them law enforcement sensitive from the new 
guidelines, and that they were to be kept from the public and not 
for public release, and yet somebody released them to The New 
York Times. Do you have any idea about that leak and source of 
that leak or were you aware of it? 

Secretary Napolitano. No, but I will share with you the guide- 
lines and how they work. With respect to your constituent, if he is 
doing everything right and he is using E-Verify, and he has got a 
robust 1-9 process to check immigration forms, the fact of the mat- 
ter is the law is very tough to prove a case against an employer. 
You have to show knowledge and intent to hire illegally, and that 
requirement is not going away. 

The intent of the guidelines, however, was to say look, it is easy 
to look up numbers and just go on to a place and pick up the em- 
ployees. What I want our agents to do, however, is to build cases 
not just against employees, but if there is an employer who is in- 
tentionally and knowingly continuing to deal in that illegal labor 
market, then we have a shot at bringing a winnable prosecution. 

And so it means really thinking through your evidence strategy, 
your warrant strategy, how you are going to handle that, increas- 
ing our number of 1—9 auditors who can actually go in and do more 
1-9 audits, which are lower-paid employees than actual case 
agents, but help give us some inkling about where our case agents 
ought to be targeting, to help really deal with the whole issue of 
the work site. But if your constituent has got a good process and 
he can show that he routinely uses E-Verify and 1-9 and has got 
that all in place, then existing federal law will not allow us to bring 
a prosecution. 

Mr. Carter. I agree; build your case before you raid. But I guess 
the whole point is it is targeted at the employer and not the em- 
ployees. So even though you may know there are 500 illegal aliens 
working in a place, if you don’t know that he meets the requisite 
intent to prove the case, then that wouldn’t be a place that you 
would raid? 

Secretary Napolitano. Not necessarily. That would not nec- 
essarily be this case. We may still serve a warrant and bring in 
workers and interview; what did they do, how did they apply, who 
did they talk to, what kind of documents did they use, and what 
were they asked? Those sorts of things oftentimes lead to a case 
that can actually get you to the employer. So these are not mutu- 
ally exclusive concepts. They are a matter of emphasis, however. 

Mr. Carter. Am I through? If I can, I would like to expand one 
question. 

Mr. Price. Just go ahead. 

Mr. Carter. The Seattle issue is what I am curious about. Is 
that going to be our policy, that we are going to release the work- 
ers back with some kind of permit to let them work? 

Secretary Napolitano. Let me explain that. First of all, that was 
not a new policy. That is the way those cases have been done for 
a long time. Here is what happens. You go onto a work site, you 
serve warrants. You want to bring a case against the employer. 
You need certain of the workers to be able to testify, and these 
have to be able to stay in the country legally while you are getting 
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ready to go to court. It also means they have got to be able to feed 
themselves while you are waiting to go to court. 

So the practice has been to provide for an extended departure 
date for them. They are allowed to stay in the country legally for 
that period of time while they are cooperating. They are allowed to 
work during that period of time while they are cooperating. When 
the case is over, they are deported. 

Mr. Carter. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Price. Thank you. Mr. Rodriguez. 

CYBER SECURITY 

Mr. Rodriguez. Thank you very much, and let me follow up on 
the gun-running issue. 

We have got resources for ATF and others to follow up and we 
just started that, and as indicated by Congressman Carter, we 
don’t have all the information. I even asked President Calderon 
when he mentioned 50-caliber if he knew where it came from. He 
didn’t. And so hopefully we will get some more information as we 
move forward. 

There were some kind of concerns that I started to hear that, for 
example, a lot of those high-caliber guns are not sold in the gun 
shows. We know that. So they are coming from somewhere else, 
some indication possibly from the Contras and the war in Central 
America. So it would be great as we move forward to gather that 
information as to how to best deal with that. So I am hoping that 
we can do that. 

Secondly, on the issue of cyber security, it is an area that I know 
is getting even worse throughout and the number of attacks are 
more serious, and I know that we are — there are attempts to hit 
it from a national perspective down. But there is a need also, from 
the local community up, in educating people about the importance 
of becoming aware. 

I know one of the former Congressmen talked about tribes. I got 
tribes right on the border, the Kickapoo, the Tiguas, and the impor- 
tance also of educating them as to what to look for and things that 
might be happening. So I am hoping — and I was glad that you put 
some additional resources there in terms of cyber security from a 
local perspective and how we can enhance that. 

My concerns are that we have not moved enough into educating 
also the private sector, the banking area, the local police, for crime 
and those kind of things. I was wondering if you might want to 
react to that. 

Secretary Napolitano. Congressman, yes. One of I think the 
major efforts that will be underway, it is underway now actually, 
that will be enlarged upon greatly, is cooperation with key features 
of our private sector. It is not just the financial infrastructure but 
the electrical infrastructure, the water infrastructure. All of these 
things now are subject to hacking or cyber attack. We know that. 
We don’t control it. 

So we have to work cooperatively on educational and support role 
with the private sector on those things. We have teams now work- 
ing very aggressively with the private sector. We also have teams 
known as CERT teams that are helping with responsive reaction 
when something does happen. There was a virus, the Conficker. 
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You may have heard of it, where we really were playing a lead in 
terms of getting information to the private and other dot gov sites 
about what you could do with your own system to protect it. 

DECLARATIONS OF NATURAL DISASTERS 

Mr. Rodriguez. If I could just mention, I was on the Services 
Committee before, and we did one of the major exercise drug 
screens prior to 9/11 in San Antonio, and there are still some pro- 
grams there. 

I also wondered if I had the opportunity to ask you about a prob- 
lem, I have had serious disasters. The last 3 years I had two: one, 
a flood in Presidio which was never declared and is still a major 
problem; a major tornado in Eagle Pass that killed seven people, 
took 17 days to declare it. 

There still seems to be a problem, and maybe we can look at it 
as a committee and as an agency responding to small communities 
that sometimes don’t reach that so-called level that it has to reach. 
But when 90,000 acres have been burned in West Texas and they 
say the only damage was to the fences, we know that that is not 
the case, because there are a lot of cattle and sheep and goats and 
other things out there, and just somehow we have got to look at 
some of those areas. 

The flooding that I had in Presidio that also I am not even sure 
when they submitted those requests, that displaced 500 people 
there, but it went downstream and also displaced at Redford and 
other communities, and it was never declared by the previous ad- 
ministration. 

The tornado that occurred in Eagle Pass, that was not only em- 
barrassing but frustrating in having to deal with those situations 
when the Mexican side was taken care of. And they called my elect- 
ed official and said, do you need any help? And I couldn’t even — 
we were not at that point. 

So I am hoping that in FEMA we can come to grips with those 
kind of issues and respond more appropriately to natural disasters. 

If I can just end it with a comment and to also be very cautious 
during natural disasters, because usually that is the best time to 
create problems, also. Not only — there is a natural disaster, but 
there is also a way of creating man-made disaster in times of nat- 
ural disasters in terms of beefing up in that area. 

Secretary Napolitano. Thank you. 

Mr. Price. Mr. Calvert. 

STATE CRIMINAL ALIEN ASSISTANCE FUNDING 

Mr. Calvert. Yes. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

This may be a little out of your lane, but I just want to bring 
this issue up. As the Chairman indicated, a high priority to the 
Chairman, and apparently to the administration, is the problems 
with deporting criminal aliens. And as you know, the State Crimi- 
nal Alien Assistance program has helped the States incarcerate 
criminal aliens. It is a small portion of that cost. It is one of the 
things that in border States especially, both Republicans and 
Democrats have really gotten together on, is a program worth fund- 
ing. I am just curious when you were the Governor of Arizona did 
you support SCAP funding? 
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Secretary Napolitano. Yes. 

Mr. Calvert. Don’t you think it is a little inconsistent on the 
part of the administration on one hand to say that their willingness 
to get more involved in the deportation of these criminal aliens, 
and, second, not to be involved in their incarceration, even though 
as you know in your State I suspect it was probably — what, 20, 25 
percent of your costs, maybe less? 

Secretary Napolitano. Well, we had — in Arizona — we had an av- 
erage daily population of about 34,000 and probably about 4,000 to 
4,500 were illegals. 

Mr. Calvert. As far as the portion of your costs to incarcerate 
some criminal alien versus your cost, what did you get back from 
the Federal Government versus your cost? 

Secretary Napolitano. Oh, I think it was about 10 cents on the 
dollar. 

Mr. Calvert. So you thought it was a great program while you 
were Governor? 

Secretary Napolitano. I recall sending an invoice to the Attor- 
ney General of the United States for payment and did not receive 
such. The Congress did not fully appropriate the money. 

But let me say this. SCAP, as you know, is funded through DOJ, 
and those budget hearings will take that up, I am sure. My job, 
however, is to do whatever I can to reduce the number of illegals 
that are coming into the States to begin with, and that is where 
I think I can provide the greatest assistance to the border states. 

Mr. Calvert. At one time they were talking about a program to 
work with the Mexican Government to incarcerate some of these 
people within their home country at a much less cost, but that pro- 
gram never went anywhere. I know that a number of Governors 
were talking about that. 

Secretary Napolitano. We looked at that actually in Arizona, 
Representative; and first of all, there were lots of legal impedi- 
ments to it, treaty and otherwise. 

Secondly, there was a great deal of skepticism, myself included, 
among prosecutors, because in the Mexican system oftentimes peo- 
ple can be released before they actually serve their time, and we 
were not confident that people would actually serve their time. 

CBP BORDER PATROL OFFICERS 

Mr. Calvert. In fiscal year 2009, more than 2,500 additional 
Border Patrol agents were funded. In this fiscal year 2010 budget 
proposal, you only had 44 agents. In fiscal year 2009, more than 
1,300 additional CBP officers were funded. In this fiscal year 2010 
budget proposal, you had 65. 

At a time when we have intense drug smuggling activity, grow- 
ing influence by the Mexican drug cartels, the fiscal year 2010 
budget proposes constraining the growth in the workforce of the 
Border Patrol and CBP officers. Do you think that is a wise move? 

Secretary Napolitano. Yes, and several reasons. One is because 
the target hiring for Border Patrol as set by the Congress has been 
20,000. So what you saw there was a rapid ramp-up from a force 
that, not too long ago, was like 8,500 agents up to the 20,000 mark, 
and now the ability to sustain that over time. You marry that man- 
power, as I said earlier, in a system with greater use and funding 
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for technology, interior enforcement and the like, and the system 
makes sense, yes. 

Mr. Calvert. So there was a threat of workload analysis done 
to justify keeping that workforce level for the next year. 

Secretary Napolitano. That was the recommendation that was 
carried forward from the previous administration and I accepted it, 
yes. 


COAST GUARD LEGACY CUTTER SUSTAINMENT 

Mr. Calvert. Since it is estimated that more than 85 percent of 
the drugs entering Mexico from South America are transported via 
noncommercial maritime routes, how can the fiscal year 2010 budg- 
et justifiably shortchange the Coast Guard’s legacy cutter 
sustainment — I understand you cut it by 18 percent — provide no 
funding for immediate maintenance needs of the high-endurance 
cutter fleet, and cut CBP’s air and marine procurement by over 11 
percent? 

Secretary Napolitano. We would be happy to give you a greater 
briefing on the operational side of that, Congressman, but the plain 
fact of the matter is that the budget provides that the Coast Guard 
do different mixes of programs. We will be able to sustain all of its 
current missions in the maritime environment. Right now, we are 
involved in several surge efforts that are by the Coast Guard, in 
the maritime environment, related to the importation of drugs from 
South America. 

Mr. Calvert. One point I want to make as far as the fence is 
concerned. For those of us in California near San Diego, it has 
worked marvelously. 

Secretary Napolitano. It has. 

Mr. Calvert. It has cut down crime significantly. And now that 
that area by the Tijuana Gulch is finally completed, I have talked 
to people in the neighborhood over there, and they are greatly ap- 
preciative of that infrastructure being completed. 

With that, thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Price. Thank you. Mr. Ruppersberger. 

COAST GUARD 

Mr. Ruppersberger. Two issues. I am going to try to move 
quickly on the first one. 

The issues of the Coast Guard. I think having the Coast Guard 
in Homeland Security is very helpful. I think they are probably one 
of the best organizations that I have worked with since I have come 
to the Hill. What they did, and the admiral and the Commandant 
in Katrina, they just get it. They are well-disciplined, they are fo- 
cused, and they are professional. So I hope as their leader that you 
understand how good they are. 

One of the areas — they have so many different areas of jurisdic- 
tion — the drug problem in Central and South America, which is one 
of our biggest problems as it relates to drugs. And a lot of what 
we want to do is try to get to the drugs before they get actually 
on land, especially Mexico. 

In that area of water near Guatemala and Mexico, where real- 
ly — the Coast Guard is at a disadvantage because they have an 
aging fleet. I mean, they are close to 40 years old. Now, I think 
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there are eight ships that are ready to go, and I don’t know where 
they are in the budget right now, but I would ask you to look at 
expediting the resources that they have, because I think that the 
ability to have a helicopter — which is probably one of the most ef- 
fective methods that they are using now as a deterrent in stopping 
these ships. It is very difficult to stop these fast ships that are 
moving all over the place. But with the helicopter, it puts them in 
a better position. 

And if you could just look at your budget and see what we could 
do, or get back to me or whatever, and see how we can give them 
more resources, because it is just like port embarkation; if we are 
aggressively stopping them ahead of time, we might be a lot better 
off. 

They also, I know, are in the intelligence arena. I think it is im- 
portant that we look at and make sure they are well-focused be- 
cause they are not just dealing with the drugs in the United States. 
They are in all parts of the world now, dealing with the pirate 
issue, whatever. 


CYBER SECURITY 

Now, let me get to cyber. The cyber initiative is probably one of 
the most important issues we are going to deal with, new issues 
that we are going to deal with. I think the good news is that Presi- 
dent Obama understands this. I know during the election both can- 
didates were briefed, along with President Bush and whatever, the 
DNI, Admiral McConnell who really raised this as an issue and 
how we are dealing with cyber defense. We know we have been 
compromised on a regular basis, NASA — I mean, this has been 
going on for a while. 

And the funny thing that the public doesn’t understand what 
really this is about. They probably assume that we own the Inter- 
net, when we don’t, and so there is a big process that is going on 
now. And I know the process is — Melissa Hathaway is dealing with 
the President and her report coming out, and you have General Al- 
exander on the other side. 

My concern, as you are involved, you look at the history of Home- 
land Security. We have had some embarrassing moments. As a 
former prosecutor, you know there is always an issue between 
State, Federal and local. But the best way to get them all working 
together is a strike force concept, and that works. 

But I am really concerned about the jurisdiction of Homeland Se- 
curity versus maybe where we might have DOD. And I just want 
to know how you can make sure that we are working together as 
a team on the different areas of jurisdiction. I remember in the be- 
ginning we had an issue where we were closing tunnels on 95, 
where the FBI was supposed to be in charge, and Homeland Secu- 
rity got involved and New York City Police, and none of them were 
working together. That is just not going to get it now. We need the 
leadership at the top to make sure there is not a turf issue because 
of jurisdiction — because the right person is in the right place. 

And I also think it was Admiral Brown, I think, is heading — was 
one of the people heading your cyber security. The good news there 
is he is well-respected by General Alexander, and that is good for 
Homeland Security and what NSA will be looking at. 
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So how do you as a manager feel that you can manage those 
issues so there is no turf, that everybody is doing what they need 
to do, and then as the DNI would want us to do, bring us together? 

Secretary Napolitano. Representative, first of all, I have been 
involved in several meetings and initiatives already as a Secretary 
where we have had multiple agencies who have a piece of cyber 
there, and there has been a unified effort. But beyond that, the 
product I believe of the President’s own review will be some deci- 
sions made with respect to how, out of the White House, things will 
be coordinated across the Federal Government. And so I think the 
results of that review are pretty ripe and should be announced 
shortly. 

Mr. Ruppersberger. That is the Hathaway review. 

Secretary Napolitano. That is correct. 

Mr. Ruppersberger. I am on the Intelligence Committee and 
deal with this right now, and there are areas we can’t talk about. 
But I think — I mean that was a broad answer to a long question, 
but my concern is, I really — if you could focus on how we are not 
going to be involved in the turf issue, because all that we do and 
that we work on, either guidelines or standards need to be set. Are 
you communicating with General Alexander, or is Admiral Brown 
doing that? 

Secretary Napolitano. Yes and yes. 

Mr. Ruppersberger. Okay. Thanks for the answers. 

Mr. Price. Thank you. Mr. Farr. 

center for homeland defense and security 

Mr. Farr. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

I am very pleased to see your tough stand on some of these bor- 
der issues. It was very interesting, talking to all of the personnel 
associated with our Embassy in Mexico City when I was with the 
President and we had a meeting on the border issues. There are 
civilians and there are law enforcement officers, DHS and so on, 
looking from that side and really supportive of the Merida initia- 
tive. But I think what they also recognize is that for the first time 
our country has stopped being apologist about the fact that the ad- 
diction is on this side of the border, that the money that is being 
raised to be laundered is on this side of the border, and the fact 
that the 7,000 gun stores that sell guns are on this side of the bor- 
der, not located in California, but located in Texas and your former 
State. 

I mean, this is my comment. I don’t even need a response. But 
I think that we are going to get respect around the world when we 
admit to the fact that some of these problems are caused by us, and 
that we have got to do a better job of taking care of our own house 
before we start blaming everybody else for the problem. 

Having said that, I would like to switch to another issue which 
is the Center for Homeland Defense and Security. I am pleased 
that your fiscal year 2010 budget recognizes the high value of the 
Homeland Defense and Security because it provides our Nation’s 
first responders and Governors and mayors. And I note that your 
personnel were very active and frequent participants in the CHDS 
programs. 
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And I wanted to know how we can have a greater impact on our 
national security issues using these centers. And, for instance, 
some of the students in the master’s thesis are doing cutting-edge 
research projects, and how can DHS make greater use of such re- 
search? 

Secretary Napolitano. That is interesting. I have not really 
thought of it that way. Let me see what they are producing and 
get back to you. 

Mr. Farr. One of the interests there — and you might even sug- 
gest — is that they all have to write master’s degrees. They come 
there not necessarily knowing what subject matter, and a lot of 
them, what professors do is give them a list of issues. And you 
know, you might have given some thought as to just some of those 
areas where the Department could really use that kind of 

Secretary Napolitano. Free labor. 

Mr. Farr. Free labor, exactly. I am also pleased that the Cali- 
fornia Homeland Security Consortium is a collaborative between 23 
academic institutions, Federal, State, and local government organi- 
zations, private sector firms in the Monterey Bay region, dedicated 
to conducting research, education, field experimentation programs, 
as well as developing new technologies to improve homeland secu- 
rity. And I understand that DHS officials recently visited the cam- 
pus to develop and coordinate the next round of research projects 
which can flow into these master degree programs. How can DHS 
continue to be supportive of this initiative? 

Secretary Napolitano. Well I think, in part, by what we have 
already done, by also looking for other opportunities. One of the 
things that we are going to need as a country is an educated cadre 
of individuals who really know about homeland security, have 
thought about it. I mean the people who are working in our De- 
partment now aren’t going to be there for forever, so it is going to 
be a useful investment for us to be working with our institutions 
of higher learning on useful curricula and training for the next 
wave of potential specialists. 

STATE DEPARTMENT PROGRAMS 

Mr. Farr. I appreciate that. I think your leadership is going to 
be key, and I would hope that sometime you can share with Sec- 
retary Clinton — we have created within the State Department a 
whole new Center for Postconflict Security, Stabilization and Re- 
construction. And the idea is to use State Department U.S. AID 
and then have a Federal Reserve Corps, so to speak, of Federal em- 
ployees and Reserve Corps of State and local employees who have 
the expertise to go overseas to sort of a special ops group; but in 
this case, these are civilians who can work with their civilian coun- 
terparts and hopefully have linguistic or cultural or area studies 
that would be useful. It seems to me it is the next way, for once 
we develop these folks in our country and, you know, from your 
own State, the retired judges and sheriffs and others who can 
speak Spanish or other languages, who might be just perfect in re- 
tirement or thinking about, you know, where the next step is to 
link them up with the State Department program. And I think 
there is the graduation from homeland security at home to inter- 
national security abroad. 
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Secretary Napolitano. It is an interesting thought. Let me take 
a look at that as well. 

Mr. Farr. Do I have any time left? 

Mr. Price. Gentleman’s time has just expired. 

Mr. Farr. I have got one more question. 

STAFFORD ACT DISASTERS 

Mr. Price. We will have a very brief third round. I do want to 
respect the Secretary’s time. I know you need to leave at 3:30 we 
will all be very brief and efficient here in our third final round of 
questioning, starting with myself. 

I want to turn a question that I suppose comes up every time you 
have a hearing, so we don’t want this to be any different. And that 
is the question of the status of FEMA within the Department. I am 
on the record some years ago as voting not to make FEMA part of 
this Department. That doesn’t mean that I believe now that it is 
feasible or desirable to unscramble the eggs, so to speak. I believe 
that, in fact, there are very good reasons not to subject FEMA to 
yet another reorganization and to yet more organizational uncer- 
tainty. And so I am hopeful that we will leave FEMA where it is 
and make it work. I think that is the main question. It is not the 
main question whether FEMA is in or out; it is whether the agency 
works well. 

And as far as that goes historically, you can demonstrate that 
during certain parts of its history that FEMA was an independent 
agency, didn’t work all that well as an independent agency. What 
happened in the nineties was the Clinton administration made it 
work very well. But as I said, the question is making the agency 
work wherever it is. 

Now, there are some continuing issues with regard to FEMA’s in- 
tegration within your Department and the tug-of-war that we have 
seen between incident management and emergency management 
and who is the chief Federal officer in charge after disasters, all 
of that is indicative, I think, of some continuing uncertainty here 
or some continuing debate. 

Who is the principal Federal official after a major disaster? 
There was some uncertainty about that after Hurricane Katrina 
and after other disasters. 

Emergency managers have sometimes complained bitterly that 
PFOs, the Principal Federal Position in a post, can muddle the 
chain of command in the field, and that FEMA statutorily required 
Federal coordinating officers have always been the point of contact 
in the field for States and should remain so. You probably have 
some experience with that as a Governor. 

You probably also know that this Subcommittee had an ongoing 
discussion with your predecessor about this very issue, and partly 
as a result of that, we have carried a prohibition on designating 
PFOs during a Stafford Act declared disaster in the last two appro- 
priations bills to deal with the issue. 

So one question I would like for you to clarify is whether you 
agree for Stafford Act disasters, FEMA should lead the Federal re- 
sponse, pure and simple? And then I guess there are some other 
somewhat more complicated disasters where there has been some 
debate and some uncertainty, and I wonder what you think there. 
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Are there other disasters and incidents you can identify where 
FEMA shouldn’t serve as the lead Federal response agency? 

Secretary Napolitano. Well, thank you, Mr. Chairman. Yes, for 
your general Stafford Act disaster, FEMA should be the lead agen- 
cy. We have had several natural disasters already since I have 
served as Secretary, actually quite a few, and we are heading now 
into hurricane season. I am hopeful that the FEMA Administrator 
will be confirmed shortly. 

With respect to the amendment or rider, whatever you call it, in 
appropriations bills that precludes, however, the appointment of 
other Principal Federal Officials, I would hope that the Committee 
would rethink that for the following reason with the following ex- 
ample. It is too broad a prohibition. And the example is what we 
need to do now in the wake of the H1N1 outbreak. We really need 
to do quite a bit of work over this summer with respect to looking 
at what states and locals have done with respect to further train- 
ing, with making things more robust, working, for example, with 
school districts across the country, should the H1N1 rebound and 
come back in a more lethal form. 

To do that it would be very helpful to have regional PFOs des- 
ignated to work to coordinate that training in different places 
around the country. So I hope that over the course of this budget 
negotiation and discussion, we can ask Members of Congress to re- 
visit that particular issue. 

Mr. Price. Well, we certainly will want to look at that with you. 
We are looking for language. We will put it in the record at this 
point. 

[The information follows:] 

From 2009 P.L. 110-329: 

Sec. 526. None of the funds provided by this or previous appropriations Acts shall 
be used to fund any position designated as a Principal Federal Official for any Rob- 
ert T. Stafford Disaster Relief and Emergency Assistance Act (42 U.S.C. 5121 et 
seq.) declared disasters or emergencies. 

Mr. Price. Let me say that this language was very carefully 
worked out and it was narrowed a good deal in the course of the 
discussion and dialogue back and forth. Certainly, we will put 

Secretary Napolitano. We will work on that with you, Mr. 
Chairman. 

Mr. Price. We agree on the Stafford Act disasters. The question 
is, what is the desired organization of the response to more com- 
plicated disasters that go beyond those parameters? And we cer- 
tainly want to work this out. We don’t want to — we want to re- 
spond to these disasters effectively, but at the same time we don’t 
want to compromise FEMA’s authority or the kind of relationship 
that our State and local officials have had with FEMA and know- 
ing where to turn in short order when a disaster occurs. 

Secretary Napolitano. I think the issue going forward needs to 
be not immediate response. I think those chains of command are 
very clear. I think the issue is the long-term recovery issue, and 
that is where Katrina got so complicated. In fact, one of the things 
I did was eliminate one of those offices, an entire level of bureauc- 
racy between claimants and getting claims paid in the Katrina sit- 
uation. But, Mr. Chairman, in light of the time, we will work with 
you on this issue. 
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Mr. Price. Thank you. Mr. Carter. 

Mr. Carter. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. And I have really en- 
joyed being with you, Mrs. Napolitano, and I wish you well in your 
job, Madam Secretary. 

Secretary Napolitano. Thank you, sir. 

MANAGEMENT INCREASES IN BUDGET REQUEST 

Mr. Carter. Couple of questions I want to ask you about. 

You have got about a 30 percent increase in the Office of the Sec- 
retary and a 76 percent increase in the Office of Under Secretary 
for Management, which I think Mr. Lewis brought up; $220 million 
for the consolidation of electronic data, and you explained that. 

But then at the operational level we have gone from 2,500 au- 
thorized additional Border Patrol in 2009 to 44 in 2010; and 1,300 
in 2009 of CBP officers to 65 in fiscal year 2010. So it looks like 
this budget seems to lean more towards the administrative than 
the boots on the ground, and everybody acknowledges that boots on 
the ground is the solution to the problem. I just wanted to know 
what the curiosity was on the heavy load on the management side. 

Secretary Napolitano. I think if you are actually, Congressman, 
if you actually look at the budget as a whole in terms of everything 
that is funded and how it all fits together, that would not be a cor- 
rect categorization of the budget. 

It funds the Border Patrol at the level that Congress says they 
want to get the Border Patrol to. CBP, as well, has great increases 
for technology and other supports to that manpower which makes 
them much more effective for the man-hours that they do have on 
the border. 

So, as I said, it is not just your boots on the ground. That is step 
one. Then you have to have the technology and the technical infra- 
structure. That is the system. Then you have to have the interior 
enforcement backing them up. 

With respect to how management looks, really what we are doing 
is now building the ribs of the Department. This Department was 
kind of put together in a hurry, but now we are in the process of 
creating one Department of Homeland Security. So we have moved 
money that previously had been at CBP and some of the compo- 
nents into one headquarters. We have moved money that pre- 
viously had been in the components to move from 35 different loca- 
tions into far fewer locations, which I have got to say from a man- 
agement standpoint is going to be inordinately helpful and cheaper 
over the next several years. 

And I ought to explain that the issue with the IT and the infra- 
structure of the Department was diverse, and the moneys for that 
were spread all over the Department. It looks like a big increase 
to admin when you put them all in one place. In actuality, we cre- 
ate a lot more efficiencies by doing that. 

Mr. Carter. This work you are doing on management, which I 
am glad you clarified that — thank you for clarifying it — will that 
assist us? We seem to constantly be having somebody come in here 
to testify in the last week before they leave again. I bet there must 
have been a dozen people who testified over the 4 years I have 
been on this committee that were leaving right after that testi- 
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mony. Will this help us retain some of those people if we get a bet- 
ter, more efficient management structure? 

Secretary Napolitano. I hope so. 

SOUTHBOUND CHECKING 

Mr. Carter. I hope so, too. Finally, right now I understand from 
talking to some of the Border Patrol people down in Laredo, when 
we are checking for guns and money going out 

Secretary Napolitano. South. 

Mr. Carter. South. Our machine is set up — and I am talking 
about on trains — our machine is set to get things coming in, okay. 
To test going out, we just reverse the machine. We don’t move it. 
We just transfer it this way. But the issue is when they are run- 
ning south, they almost immediately run into the Mexican jurisdic- 
tion. So if we recognize — in fact, they do immediately run into the 
Mexican jurisdiction in Laredo. So if we recognize guns or money 
inside a boxcar, it has got to be seized in Mexico. 

Are you aware of that? Because that is very inefficient from our 
guys’ standpoint, because they don’t know — all they can do is call 
them and say car number five has got guns and money in it, or 
whatever it has got in it. The Mexicans then do the seizing. The 
Mexicans, I guess, get the cash unless you all have got some deal 
that you have worked out to give us the cash, because I know my 
DA used to always want to get the cash. 

Secretary Napolitano. I understand that, yes. 

Mr. Carter. But I am just curious about that, because it is a lit- 
tle thing but it is really irritating to them because they are not in 
control of what they have identified. 

Secretary Napolitano. Congressman, this is why I like these 
hearings, because I hear about these things that I haven’t heard 
about before. I will follow up on that. Prior to this initiative, we 
weren’t doing any southbound checking. So, undoubtedly, some 
wrinkles to unwind. 

Mr. Carter. That is exactly what it is, a wrinkle. 

Secretary Napolitano. We will take a look at it. 

Mr. Price. All right. Thank you. Mr. Rodriguez. 

post disaster contracting 

Mr. Rodriguez. Thank you very much, and once again, thank 
you very much, and your success is going to be our success, so we 
wish you the best. 

But let me just bring up two quick issues. One — and this is not 
necessarily your agency or Homeland Security, but I had some fig- 
ures for Armed Services and DOD, Department of Defense, where 
there was $300 billion overruns in contracts. And I would just ask 
you to look at FEMA and those contracts. Nothing is worse than 
to see a disaster and all of these people coming in, knowing full 
well they are sticking their hands out for getting contracts and 
looking at those disasters as a way of making money. And so we 
need to come to grips with that. 

I also saw the statistics that also show that since 2004 not only 
are there overruns of over $300 billion in that one agency, but also 
in terms of — and that is DOD, not yours — and also in terms of the 
doubling of the time to complete the contracts. 
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So I would hope our responsibility is oversight but that the agen- 
cies take the responsibility. And I know that you will do that, and 
especially on those contracts, and start doing the right thing. 

BORDER FENCE 

Finally on the fence, we and the Chairman did some good lan- 
guage on that. Just to be practical in some of those situations, not 
to put a fence where it is going to create a problem for us in terms 
of flooding, and endanger not only our communities but others and 
create a problem for us, the importance of reaching out to our con- 
stituencies. 

And I still recall the comments from the Chief of Border Patrol 
that says the fence is only as good as the amount of time that al- 
lows that individual to capture someone. So that we have got to get 
smart about this. We have got to get practical and look at other 
forms of technology that might be more cost-effective than to going 
that route. And so thank you for being here with us today. 

Secretary Napolitano. Thank you. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Price. Thank you. Mr. Farr. 

PORTS OF ENTRY FACILITIES 

Mr. Farr. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. Thank you for 
having this hearing. It is a long one, but it is a huge Department 
and a a lot of issues there. 

One of the issues I would like to bring out is sort the image of 
America when you arrive here and what you have to go through 
at the small ports of entry idea, and the fact that declining inter- 
national travel to the United States where we had been — inter- 
national travelers consider the United States to have the world’s 
worst entry process due to poor and rude treatment at ports of 
entry. 

What I was thinking when I went out to Dulles Airport, where 
we were bragging about these smaller ports of entry, first of all, it 
is ugly. It does not feel like welcome to America. And the structure 
is not under your jurisdiction, but the personnel inside of it are 
yours. And again, in working with the Secretary of State to see if 
we could — we have put a lot of effort into making sure our Embas- 
sies are beautiful places when people visit them. There is art in 
there and there is sculpture. There are other things. There are 
things I think we can — at least posters and pictures of America 
welcoming people to this land. 

The irony of an Embassy is you can’t get in unless you are a VIP, 
because they are all fenced around; but ports of entry are supposed 
to be the friendly welcoming to America. 

I think the problem is also that when we are changing policy, 
why they feel that they are treated rudely is the visa has been 
given by State Department overseas in the host country. They ar- 
rive here and the protocols they have to go through are Immigra- 
tion and Customs. And oftentimes, the officers are saying, well, we 
have changed this or that, that the incoming passenger has no 
idea. 

And maybe you can get the Embassies and consulates to issue 
what the procedure is when they are going to arrive in the United 
States, what they are going to have to expect and go through, so 
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that if there are changes in protocol, that you want the arriving 
traveler to know that we could give them out when we give them 
the visa. 

So I hope that you can look into this. I am chair of the Traveling 
Tourism Caucus, and there is just a lot of concerns about, and I 
find it — I mean, there are other countries you go to and it is just 
that first impression, the look, and you feel really good and com- 
fortable. And if our our model entry, and the Dulles airport is one 
of them, it is a scary operation. 

U.S. CITIZENSHIP AND IMMIGRATION SERVICES 

The other issue that I wanted to talk to you about was that we 
have a Citizenship and Immigration Service office in San Jose. It 
is a sub-office. It is 100 miles and over an hour to get there from 
the Salinas Valley where we have probably the most at-risk kind 
of people living. When they are not in the Simi Valley, they are 
down in Yuma, in your old territory, but a lot of those growers are 
from my district. 

And we did have a mobile outreach office that came down to an- 
swer questions. DHS did away with that. I remember changing 
from the old disaster assistance centers, where we used to set these 
up after a President declared disasters, to a registration by phone. 
Could we do that? Could we look into doing that registration by 
phone or at least a process to answer questions? Once you have 
sent your application in for your change of status or your citizen- 
ship issues, could we have a system where people do not have to 
go all the way to San Jose when there are questions that they 
could phone in? 

I understand that there is an answering machine that answers 
questions, but it doesn’t answer specific questions about the case- 
work. And I just thought, since you have done it with disasters, 
where you handle hundreds of different issues with thousands of 
different people, that perhaps the Immigration Service could look 
at some of that. 


IMMIGRATION INTEGRATION PROGRAM 

And last comment I would like to make, I read about your immi- 
gration integration program, where you provide grants to commu- 
nity-based organizations for citizenship preparation programs for 
new citizens and for integration of new citizens. I have been doing 
a swearing-in ceremony every year around the Fourth of July, and 
we call it Proud to be an American Day. I get more publicity on 
that event than on anything I have ever done in Congress, because 
of the stories of all the people that are becoming citizens. There is 
no funding for that. 

There ought to be for the whole country, to encourage commu- 
nities to put on these ceremonies so that new citizens don’t have 
to travel to the capital cities where the Federal offices are. The nice 
thing about doing it in your community, one, is that it makes the 
community realize what becoming an American citizen is all about. 

Secondly, it allows the community to say, “thank you for doing 
this”. It is wonderful to do it around the Fourth of July. 

And third, it allows those people getting sworn in to bring their 
families, relatives, and workplace partners who can come and see 
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them, rather than having to take a day off and drive 100 miles to 
get sworn in. 

So I think your immigration integration program is very smart. 
I just hope we can take it one step further to the swearing-in cere- 
monies as well. 

Secretary Napolitano. I can take a look at that, yes. 

Mr. Farr. Thank you. How about the ports of entry? Can you 
take a look at that one, too? 

Secretary Napolitano. Yes. You are not the first person that has 
raised that particular issue with me, and I understand the con- 
cerns. So, yes, we will take a look at that. 

Mr. Farr. We just don’t want to be recognized in the world as 
the worst place to come to. That is just unacceptable. 

Mr. Price. Thank you. I want to thank all members for a good 
hearing with lots of participation. And Madam Secretary, we appre- 
ciate you coming at this point when we are all busy, but nothing 
is more important than getting your take on this budget proposal 
as we prepare to write this bill. So we thank you for your good 
work and for all the things you have done in a short period of time 
already. Look forward to this being a long relationship where we 
work together productively. 

Secretary Napolitano. Thank you. Thank you, Chairman. Thank 
you, Members. 

Mr. Price. Thank you very much. The Subcommittee is ad- 
journed. 
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QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD SUBMITTED BY 

CHAIRMAN DAVID PRICE 

Secretary Napolitano 

Department of Homeland Security: Secretary 


Secure Border Initiative (SBI) 

QUESTION: The FY09 Appropriations Act inciuded $50 million for environmental monitoring and 
mitigation. However, there appears to be some disagreement within DHS and between DHS and the Interior 
Department over how the funding may be used. Outside groups such as the Nature Conservancy have proposed 
that a significant continuing level of funding be set aside to regularly monitor and support mitigation efforts 
along the border, not only for areas affected by construction, but those where there are high levels of DHS 
operational activity. The border construction and intensified border operations have imposed significant stress 
on sensitive ecologies on the border. What are your views about how DHS can, on its own, or in collaboration 
with public and private stakeholders, assess and mitigate adverse impacts in these areas? 

Answer: DHS (CBP) and DOI have collaborated closely on assessing and mitigating impacts throughout the 
planning and construction of tactical infrastructure across the southwest border. DOI provided recommended 
Best Management Practices to CBP and reviewed Biological Resources Plans as fence systems were being 
planned. In January 2009, CBP and DOI completed a formal Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) for natural 
and cultural resources mitigation. Under this agreement, CBP expects to provide up to $50 million in 
mitigation funding. Under the terms of the MOA, DOI will make recommendations to CBP as to how to best 
utilize these funds. Where appropriate, DOI will also implement certain mitigation measures on CBP’s behalf. 
It is also worth noting that CBP and DOI have agreed that, because implementation of mitigation measures will 
take place over the course of several years, CBP and DOI will systematically review completed projects to 
evaluate their effectiveness. DOI has also agreed to provide CBP with an annual status report on the various 
mitigation efforts. 


QUESTION: The SBI has been primarily driven from within the Department. Are you crafting a 
comprehensive “anti-illegal immigration, anti-illegal-drug strategy”, and if so, will it represent a concerted 
effort with other federal departments, State and local law enforcement, and the Government of Mexico? 

Answer: The Department’s efforts to secure the southwest border against transnational criminal organizations 
and the illicit smuggling and trafficking of guns, drugs and people are guided by several strategic processes that 
are coordinated with partners at the federal, state and local level, as well as with our counterparts in the 
Government of Mexico (GOM). One of these strategies is the 2009 National Southwest Border (SWB) 
Countemarcotics (CN) Strategy which was released on June 5, 2009. The original SWB CN Strategy in 2007 
focused on preventing the northbound flow of illegal drugs from Mexico. To reflect the Calderon 
Administration’s campaign against the drug trafficking organizations (DTOs) and the implementation of the 
Merida Initiative, the 2009 Strategy has expanded in focus to include the southbound flow of illegal cash and 
weapons from the United States. The strategy was drafted in broad consultation with the U.S. Interagency; 
Congress; state and local authorities; and the GOM. 
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In addition to the SWB CN Strategy, Secretary Napolitano recently announced the Southwest Border Initiative 
aimed to strategically enhance DHS capacity to manage the U.S. -Mexican border more effectively. As part of 
this overall effort, DHS actions are underway to double Border Enforcement Security Task Force (BEST) teams 
that incorporate federal, state and local law enforcement and intelligence officers; triple the number of DHS 
intelligence analysts working along the SWB; and increase U.S. Immigration and Customs Enforcement attache 
staff in Mexico in support of Mexican law enforcement efforts. 


QUESTION: Following his appointment as DHS Special Representative for Border Affairs, Alan Bersin has 
engaged with Federal, state, local, and Mexican law enforcement agencies to continue building our collective 
capabilities to manage the border. DHS also works closely with the State Department in the planning and 
implementation of the Mdrida Initiative, which aims to enhance Mexican law enforcement capacity via training, 
technical assistance, and long-term reforms. Together, these programs represent a comprehensive strategic 
effort by the Department to detect and deter the trafficking of illegal goods and people across the U.S. -Mexican 
border. What role will Assistant Secretary Bersin play in coordinating DHS efforts on the Southwest border, 
and with all the key partners outside of DHS? 

Answer: Assistant Secretary Bersin’s responsibilities at DHS include improving relationships with the 
Department's partners in the Interagency and international community, as well as those at the stale and local 
level including elected officials, law enforcement, community organizations and religious leaders. In his role as 
Special Representative for Border Affairs, Mr. Bersin reports directly to the Secretary and leads the 
Department’s efforts to crack down on violence along the southwest border in coordination with the 
Government of Mexico, as highlighted in Secretary Napolitano’s March 24, 2009 announcement. 


QUESTION: Much of the SB I has been about scale and size. How much is about carrying out border security 
missions more effectively, or doing things differently? For example, are the Department and CBP looking at 
different ways to organize and deploy themselves now that they have more resources and people to carry out 
their mission? Or are they essentially conducting themselves using the same organizational and operational 
models as in the past, such as operating on a "dispatch” or reactive model to border intrusions? What is going 
to change? 

Answer: CBP remains committed to its six strategic goals: preventing terrorism at ports of entry, preventing 
terrorism between ports of entry, unifying as one border agency, facilitating legitimate trade and travel with 
security, protecting America and its citizens, modernizing and managing. The increase in resources has allowed 
CBP to expand its operations in order to interdict threats that at one time went undiscovered. CBP continues to 
work toward the achievement of its goals through the proper mix of personnel, critical infrastructure and 
technology. 

SBIntf is the component of the Secure Border Initiative (SBI) charged with developing and installing an 
integrated solution that includes technology and tactical infrastructure at and between our Nation’s ports of 
entry. SBIncr will develop a common operating picture (COP) of the border within command center 
environments across the border, which will provide uniform data to all DHS agencies and interoperate with 
stakeholders external to DHS. 

CBP is the executive agency for DHS in the development of SBIner. The initial focus of SBI/ie* was on 
southwest border investments because of activity levels that can provide measurements of effectiveness. With 
the increased deployment of resources along the southwest border. SBIner is currently in the process of 
addressing security requirements at the northern border. 
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CBP has identified effective strategic approaches that are designed to facilitate border security coordination 
across CBP. They include: 

1. Transform the way we view the border. 

2. Continue the transformation of CBP into an integrated intelligence- and information-driven 
organization. 

3. Enhance CBP’s detection, response and deterrence capabilities. 

4. Build upon internal and external partnerships. 

5. Optimize the use of resources through effective integration. 

With increased resources and detection capability, CBP will be better equipped to detect, identify and respond 
to illegal entries in order to bring them to a successful law enforcement resolution. CBP will deter cross-border 
crime through these effective detection and response techniques employing an array of cohesive programs and 
technology. This will create a more effective, proactive approach to the strategic deployment of enforcement 
assets. 


US-Mexican Counter Narcotics 


QUESTION: In a recent GAO report, analysts found that inter-agency memoranda of understanding between 
the Drug Enforcement Agency, Customs and Border Protection, and Immigration and Customs Enforcement 
have not been updated since the creation of DHS. This, according to the report authors, has led to conflicts 
between DEA and ICE that remain unresolved and operational inefficiencies between DEA and CBP. Secretary 
Napolitano, at a time when the Administration is saying it will do all that it can to disrupt the drug-fueled 
violence along our southern border, how are you ensuring that the agencies within your purview are working 
effectively with other federal agencies to address this crisis and not be tied up in inter-agency conflicts? 

Answer: The Department of Homeland Security (DHS) is coordinating closely with its interagency partners - 
including the Departments of Justice (DOJ), State (DOS), and Defense (DOD) - to ensure an effective and 
coordinated approach to combating drug-related threats. DHS has taken aggressive actions to strengthen our 
cooperative law enforcement efforts along the southwest border, including by increasing staff and resources 
dedicated to multiagency task forces. In addition, DHS collaborated with its interagency counterparts to craft 
the recently released 2009 National Southwest Border Counternarcotics Strategy. This document, which was 
developed under the auspices of ONDCP's legislative mandaie. identifies concrete joint actions to enhance 
intelligence and information sharing; strengthen interdiction capabilities; and provide the proper investigatory 
and prosecution tools to combat the drug cartels. It also lays out specific actions for collective interagency 
efforts to address the southbound smuggling of weapons and bulk cash. We look forward to working with our 
federal, state, local and tribal partners to successfully implement the Strategy’s recommended actions and 
effectively combat drug trafficking activities and related crimes. 


QUESTION: I cannot understand why paperwork limiting the effectiveness of our government’s counter 
narcotics response has not been updated in over 7 years. Do you intend to update the agreements between the 
CBP, ICE and the DEA? When will this he completed? 

Answer: On June 18, 2009, ICE Assistant Secretary John Morton and DEA Acting Administrator Michele 
Leonhart signed a new interagency agreement to increase the number of agents targeting international drug 
traffickers; improve and enhance information and intelligence sharing; and promote effective deconfliction 
between the agencies. This agreement strengthens collaboration and partnership between ICE and DEA; 
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provides ICE agents the authority needed to work important drug trafficking cases; and improves our collective 
ability to more efficiently combat the continuing threat posed by today’s international drug smuggling 
organizations. 

QUESTION: Are there other memoranda of agreement between DHS and DOJ agencies - such as between 
CBP or ICE and the ATF—that need to be updated? What is the schedule for fixing those problems? 

Answer: On June 18, 2009, the Department of Homeland Security and DBA signed a new' memorandum of 
understanding (MOU). Also, DHS and the Department of Justice are committed to revising outdated MOUs. 
ICE and ATF have met numerous times over the past 8 months to negotiate a revised MOU. 


SBInef Technology - Ground vs. Airborne Sensors 

QUESTION: As the Department continues to deploy SBlnet technologies along the Northern border, and as 
you are considering which mix of technologies is most cost-effective at gaining operational control of a 
particular area of the border, are you taking into account the surveillance capacity of CBP’s aviation assets? 
Specifically, has the Department considered the cost-effectiveness of enhancing the sensor capabilities of 
Unmanned Aircraft Systems (UAS) - such as with the use of long range, wide area sensors - versus deploying 
additional SBlnet sensors over a particular area? 

Answer: UAS are currently being deployed to support U.S. Customs and Border Protection (CBP), Office of 
Field Operation and Office of Border Patrol, by providing airborne surveillance on the southern and northern 
border and between the ports of entry in these regions. Hie CBP Office of Air and Marine (A&M) is rapidly 
evolving its UAS border security operations consistent with operational requirements, while continuously 
addressing operational and technological limitations and constraints. 

The Department of Homeland Security (DHS) is not currently considering UAS as an alternative to the SBIrce/ 
system in any given geographic area. Rather, the focus is on integrating UAS sensor data into the SBlnet 
system. We recently tested UAS interoperability with the SBlnet Block 1 system concept of operations and will 
conduct further evaluations in the future. 

To enable the integration of UAS data with other DHS systems such as SBlnet, A&M is enhancing video 
distribution capabilities and data processing and data storage capabilities so that streaming video can be 
provided from a variety of aviation platforms. The UAS fleet also needs assurance of better communications 
bandwidth to operate at full capacity and support integration with other systems. The UAS objectives for FY 
2010 include upgrades to Ku-Band downlink and Predator remote terminals to support multiple Predator aircraft 
feeds. 


Immigration 

QUESTION: Do you believe ICE needs to improve its performance finding and removing deportable criminal 
aliens? Are you concerned that since DHS was created ICE increased criminal deportations 60% while non- 
criminal deportations increased 400%? 

Answer: U.S. Immigration and Customs Enforcement (ICE) is always seeking to improve its performance. 
ICE continually works to enhance methods to identify criminal aliens and to prioritize enforcement actions on 
those criminal aliens who pose the greatest threat to public safety. ICE is focusing on accurately and quickly 
identifying criminal aliens to achieve lasting results and enhance ICE’S homeland security mission. 
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The removal of criminal aliens is a top ICE priority, ICE continues to develop and implement a number of 
programs designed to identify, target and remove criminal aliens. For example. Operation Community Shield 
protects the public from members of dangerous transnational gangs. Similarly, the Joint Criminal Alien 
Removal Task Force (JCART) is an investigative extension of ICE’s Criminal Alien Program which targets 
criminal aliens who are at large. ICE also works closely with state and local law enforcement agencies to target 
criminals through the 287(g) program, and provides support to state, local and tribal law enforcement agencies 
through the Law Enforcement Support Center (LESC). ICE also seeks to expeditiously remove non-violent 
criminals through the Rapid Removal of Eligible Parolees Accepted for Transfer (Rapid REPAT), a program 
that works with states which offer early release for non-violent criminals with final orders of removal under 
certain conditions. ICE is also working with the Department of Justice to ensure criminal aliens who return 
illegally after removal are prosecuted criminally. 

ICE is committed to do more to enhance its efforts to remove criminal aliens. With current funding, ICE 
implemented a number of programs targeting criminal aliens, such as the Secure Communities Program. This 
program uses fingerprint biometric identification technology in a new and powerful way by providing state and 
local law enforcement with the ability to search a subject’s criminal and immigration histories automatically. 
The results of this search will be shared with local law enforcement as well as the local ICE office. Biometric 
identification will save time and significantly improve the accuracy of criminal alien identification. As ICE 
continues to deploy new technology, ICE will be able to identify an increasing numbers of criminal aliens by 
moving the screening process to an earlier stage in the criminal justice system. 

While ICE implements new programs to target criminal aliens, ICE is also re-focusing its efforts on existing 
ones. An example is the Fugitive Operations Program. This program prioritizes the apprehension and removal 
of criminal aliens. As of June I, 2009, the arrest of fugitive criminal aliens has increased 146% over the same 
time period in FY 2008. 

Finally, it is important to note that ICE removes aliens for civil immigration law violations. This includes aliens 
who become removable as a result of criminal convictions as well as aliens who are present in the United States 
in violation of law. Although ICE targets its enforcement actions according to risk, the increased screening of 
aliens has increased overall alien removal numbers. 


Worksite Enforcement Policy 


QUESTION: Secretary Napoiitano. Immigration and Customs Enforcement recently announced a new policy 
for its worksite enforcement investigations. In brief, tins policy directs ICE investigators to build cases against 
both the management and the employees of companies that hire illegal immigrants. 1 believe this is a rational 
approach, and one that makes more sense than that used by the previous administration, which produced only 
135 employer arrests out of more than 6,000 total worksite enforcement arrests in 2008. We all know that 
employment of illegal immigrants cannot be stopped until those who do so recognize they will face real and 
severe penalties for breaking the law. So, while I applaud this new direction, I also have some questions about 
how it will be implemented. To what extent have Department of Justice prosecutors bought into your new 
policy, since they will be responsible for filing the charges against employers arrested by ICE? 

Answer: ICE officials have met with the officials in the Department of Justice (DOJ) to discuss DOJ’s 
prosecution strategy for worksite enforcement cases. The United States Attorney’s Offices (US AO) continue to 
evaluate cases presented for prosecution on a case-by-case basis. ICE agents continue to work with their local 
USAO to collect the best possible evidence and present compelling cases for prosecution. 
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QUESTION: One of the directives of your new policy is to pursue more aggressively the debarment from 
Federal contracts of companies that employ illegal immigrants. Do you have any insight into why this approach 
had not been pursued more effectively in the past? 

Answer: ICE has transformed the former Immigration and Naturalization Service’s (INS’s) approach to 
worksite enforcement. While the authority to debar federal contractors for violating the Immigration and 
Nationality Act has existed for some time, ICE is now pursuing a more comprehensive strategy. Debarment 
protects the Federal Government from contractors who ultimately may be unable to perform. This strategy 
complements ICE’s outreach efforts which will lead to increased compliance among employers. ICE is 
committed to using all of its available tools to ensure an effective worksite enforcement strategy. 


H1N1 Flu Preparation 

QUESTION: Secretary Napolitano, you recently stated that while “H1N1 flu could die down soon”, you are 
concerned that it may return later this fall, when the flu season is in full swing. Federal authorities are looking 
at whether any strains that emerge later in the year will be more severe than what they are currently dealing. 

In the United States, we have shut down some schools due to confirmed cases of H1N1 flu. But other countries, 
such as China, are quarantining a number of visitors and, in the case of Mexicans, sending them home. If this 
strain returns more severely in the fall, the United States may need to take additional preventative measures. A 
January 2009 report to the Homeland Security Council indicated that many States have identified formidable 
challenges to preparing for a pandemic flu event. Of particular concern are gaps associated with continuity of 
operations for public health functions. Even the best plans can fail if offices, including yours at DHS, cannot 
accommodate the significant absenteeism and disruptions in support services and supplies an influenza 
pandemic is almost certain to produce, especially if isolation and quarantine are necessary to stem the spread. 
What preparations has DHS made to address this gap in continuity of operations resources, especially in 
■reductions in personnel, and what actions are you ready to implement to safeguard the personnel required to 
maintain continued operations and services? 

Answer: The DHS Pandemic Influenza plan is being advanced by publication of a DHS H1N1 Influenza 
Outbreak Department Plan (OPLAN). The purpose of the plan is to strengthen the coordinated Department 
prevention and mitigation efforts dealing with an H1N1 influenza outbreak. The plan outlines the DHS 
responsibilities regarding all aspects of such an event in support of state and local government, as well as tribal 
entities, private sector and nongovernmental organizations (NGOs). 

To plan and prepare for the continued delivery of the Department’s Mission Essential Functions (MEF), 
necessary government functions and business processes, the DHS Office of the Chief Administrative Officer 
(OCAO), Business Continuity and Emergency Preparedness (BCEP) is working collaboratively with ail the 
Department’s organizations to ensure policies, plans, procedures and Departmental capabilities are in place. 
OCAO is working particularly closely with the Office of Health Affairs (OHA) and the Office of the Chief 
Human Capital Officer (OCHCO) to formulate and implement policies and procedures for the protection and 
availability of the DHS workforce. As a result of the H1N1 lessons learned, these policies, plans and 
procedures are currently being vetted with existing intradepartmental functional committees and subject matter 
experts. Policy reviews and revisions, where necessary, are ongoing in the areas of defining absenteeism, social 
distancing strategies, teleworking/telecommuting, travel policies and the use of teleconferencing and 
videoconferencing, whenever possible, allowing flexible work hours and alternate work sites among many other 
workforce and supervisory initiatives. 

DHS is reviewing its continuity and crisis management plans so that pandemic considerations are integrated 
into our response activities. DHS organizations with unique personnel skill and/or clearance requirements are 
developing plans for an alternative workforce in the event that a large portion of the usual workforce is 
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impacted by a pandemic. DHS plans to utilize technology to execute some of its social distancing strategies; for 
example, the use of teleconferencing, telephone videoconferencing instead of face-to-face meetings, increased 
Internet usage and the use of cellular phones and BlackBerrics to allow for management and employees to be 
accessible wherever they are located. 

DHS is reviewing the communication modes and media to be utilized to keep employees informed on 
Departmental activities during a pandemic. DHS is also reviewing pre-planned media statements and 
contingency statements. 


Using Appropriated Funds in a Timely Fashion 

QUESTION: Since its establishment, DHS has found it difficult to spend appropriated funds in an effective 
and timely manner. Under the stewardship of this Subcommittee’s founding Chairman, Ranking Member 
Rogers, and myself, I believe we have produced some sensible bills that reflect compromise by both sides of the 
aisle, prioritizing funding for the most critical Homeland Security efforts, and cutting back where possible. 

Nonetheless, it’s disappointing to see some DHS agencies continue to maintain high unobligated balances, or 
that are slow to spend funds Congress designated for specific tasks. The Directorate for Science & Technology 
has carried worryingly large unobligated balances in the past, and while S&T has come a long way since being 
dubbed a “rudderless ship” by our Senate counterparts, we still hope to see them increase their spending rate. 
“Available for drawdown” has been the refrain of this hearing season, but we need a clearer understanding of 
the situation. We have repeatedly been presented with hazy responses regarding the expenditure of grant 
monies, and have requested from FEMA and TSA a report that will hopefully clarify the situation. What steps 
will you take to ensure that the balances of unobligated or expended funds are not excessive, and to discover 
methods to remediate them when they are? 

Answer: For FY 2009, the Department has increased the number of component financial reviews from one 
mid-year review to four quarterly reviews. Each quarter, DHS components are required to brief the DHS 
OCFO on their financial and performance status, which includes the following: 

• Review and Discussion of : 

o Level of obligations by appropriation and program, project and activity 
o Unobligated carryover funds 
o Congressional Reports 

o Contracts (Advisory and Assistance Services and Other) 
o Lapsed funds 

o Potential reprogramming notifications 
o Significant program and policy issues 
o Staffing 

o Unfunded mandates 
o Questions for the Record (QFRs) 


QUESTION: Can we count on your commitment to encouraging effective program management and spending 
practices, and thus prevent such spending backlogs from occurring? 

Answer: The Department is wholly committed to the prevention of spending backlogs and will ensure effective 
program management and spending practices Department-wide. 
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QUESTION: Lastly, given the before-mentioned FEMA/TSA review, can we be assured that you will apply 
this type of review across the Department as a whole? 

Answer: The Department’s implementation of the quarterly reviews coincides with the type of congressionally 
mandated TSA/FEMA report to address the causes, current status and recommendations for eliminating the 
draw-down back-log. 


QUESTION: Please provide an accounting of unobligated balances for all agencies, bureaus and directorates 
within DHS, by appropriation account, and when you anticipate those funds to be expended. 

Answer: Please see the following spread sheet. 

DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND SECURITY 
UNOBLIGATED BALANCES - AS OF APRIL 30, 2009 


COMPONENT - DEPARTMENTAL MANAGEMENT AND OPERATIONS 


Program/Activitv 

Unobligated 

Authority 

Expected 

Obligation 

Date 

Office of the Secretary and Executive Management 


9/30/2009 

Account 70 9 0110: 



Immediate Office of the Secretary 

1,649,298 

9/30/2009 

Immediate Office of the Deputy Secretary 

500,731 

9/30/2009 

Account 70X0110: 

2,271,796 


Office of the Under Secretary for Management 



Account 70 9 0111: 


9/30/2009 

Under Secretary for Management 

1,293,198 

9/30/2009 

Office of Security 

33,589,365 

9/30/2009 

Nebraska Avenue Complex (NAC-DHS Headquarters) 

5,919,375 

9/30/2009 

Office of the Chief Human Capital Officer 



Human Resources Information Technology Program 

8,985,908 

9/30/2009 

St. Elizabeths 70 9/10 01 18 Recoverv Act (ARRA) 

199.984.686 

9/30/2009 

Subtotal. USM 

305,462.349 


Office of the Chief Financial Officer 



Account 70 9 0112 

27,460,944 

9/30/2009 

Account 70 X 0112 

11,000,000 

3/31/2010 

Subtotal, OCFO 

38,460,944 


Office of the Chieflnformation Officer 



Spectrum Relocations and Unobligated Carryover Funds - Account 70 X 0102 1 

7,284.092 

9/30/2015 

Salaries and Expenses - Account 70 9 01 13 

39,464,725 

9/30/2009 

Information Technology Services - Account 70 X 01 13 

57.140,850 

9/30/2009 

Security Activities - Account 70 X 01 13 

71,982,854 

9/30/2009 

Wireless Program - Account 70 X 01 13 

2,036.655 

9/30/2009 

Homeland Secure Data Network (HSDN) - Account 70 X 011 3 

14.596.185 

9/30/2009 

National Cyber Security Center (NCSC) - Account 70 X 01 13 

2,058,000 

9/30/2010 

National Cyber Security Center (NCSC) - Account 70 8/9 01 1 3 

1,831.207 

9/30/2009 

Subtotal, OCIO 

196,394.568 


Analysis and Operations - Account 70 9 0115 

49,271,873 

9/30/2009 
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Analysis and Operations - Account 70 9/10 0115 

Analysis and Operations - Account 70 8 19 0115 

128,429,857 

13,326,865 

9/30/2009 
9/ 30/2009 

Subtotal, A&O 

191,028.595 


Department Operations - Account 70 X 0100 

1,993,080 

9/30/2009 

Total, Departmental Operations 

790,782,942 


Working Capital Fund (WCF): 



Reimbursable Funds 

286,053,604 

9/30/2009 

Carryover Funds 




1 . An intern (H. Brown) has been identified as incorrectly coded to a prior year Genera! Counsel Org Code. 
CHCO has been notified of this and has been requested to resolve. 


Secret Service Investigations 

QUESTION: Secretary Napolitano, as you know, on-line financial crimes and identity fraud is a growing 
problem. The Secret Service has the authority and expertise to disrupt these schemes, and I am sure from your 
time as a prosecutor you know how effective the agency is conducting its investigatory missions. However, 
over the past several years, the Secret Service has been challenged to keep its investigatory and protective 
missions in balance. In the 2009 Omnibus, this Committee provided an additional $100 million so the Secret 
Service could address emerging threats against the President. What expectations do you have for the Secret 
Service’s investigatory missions? 

Answer: While no single law enforcement agency has the resources, expertise, capabilities or assets to combat 
these evolving threats on their own, the Secret Service does have existing infrastructure, skill sets and trained 
personnel to combat the transnational criminal organizations targeting U.S. financial institutions. While other 
federal law enforcement agencies with concurrent jurisdiction regarding computer fraud, identity theft, bank 
fraud, etc. may focus on these crimes as it pertains to their core missions (terrorism, espionage, child 
exploitation, etc.) the Secret Serviee currently focuses almost exclusively on the protection of the U.S. financial 
infrastructure. These facts point out the significance of this question and the importance of moving forward in a 
careful and deliberative way. 

It is also true, as the question points out, that the Secret Service faces a growing challenge of keeping its 
investigatory and protective missions in balance, as the requirements placed upon both of these missions have 
significantly increased. This challenge will continue to grow as the Department deals with the constrained 
fiscal environment we are all moving into, for these reasons, DHS is conducting an analysis of its entire 
investigative portfolio in ourFY 2011-FY 2015 resource allocation process. Wc will be rigorously looking for 
overlaps, inefficiencies and mission criticality of our various investigative areas. It is too early to judge the 
outcome of this analysis and what any FY 201 1 changes will be, but it is an important area that is being 
examined now. 


QUESTION: Do you believe it is important to maintain the Secret Service’s investigations into financial 
crimes and identity theft? 

Answer: Yes, it is important for the Secret Service to maintain a robost investigative capability and that 
financial crimes and identity theft will remain a large part of that capability. The evolution and escalation of 
identity crimes, the globalization of hackers and organized cyber criminal groups and the rapid emergence of 
new technologies would likely overwhelm any single law enforcement agency attempting to claim exclusive 
jurisdiction over these matters. The Secret Sendee has been the leader in efforts to collaborate with other 
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federal law enforcement agencies, state and local law enforcement, the private sector and academia in detecting 
and preventing this type of criminal activity. 

The constrained fiscal environment we face also elevates the importance on the analysis of our investigative 
programs. We must identify options to maximize the efficiency and effectiveness of our investigative mission 
so we can continue to fully meet the obligations of our protective mission. 

Over the past 25 years, Congress has provided statutory authority for the Secret Service to investigate a wide 
range of financial crimes. This includes jurisdiction to investigate offenses under 18 U.S.C. §1028 (False 
Identification Fraud), §1029 (Access Device Fraud), and §1030 (Computer Fraud). During this time, the Secret 
Service has conducted more than 740,000 financial fraud and identity theft investigations involving these 
statutes, leading to the prosecution of more than 124,000 individuals. 

Additionally, the Secret Service conducted a 3-year investigation of a criminal group that eventually led to the 
identification and indictment of 11 perpetrators involved in the hacking of nine major U.S. retailers and the theft 
and sale of more than 40 million credit and debit card numbers. This case, which is the largest and most 
complex network intrusion case in U.S. history, resulted in the arrests of suspects from Estonia, the People’s 
Republic of China, Belarus and the United States. It is notable to report that in using the estimation 
methodology of limiting each credit card to a potential value of $500 per instrument, it can be estimated that the 
Secret Service prevented the potential loss of $20 billion dollars to our financial institutions and to the 
American public. 

Furthermore, in FY 2008, while supporting an unprecedented and historical presidential campaign, the Secret 
Service closed 7,303 criminal cases; arrested 5,158 suspects engaged in an estimated $442 million in financial 
fraud; seized over $105 million in assets; prevented $2.3 billion in potential loss to our financial sector; and 
conducted these investigations so thoroughly that they convicted 99.6% of those who were indicted. 

In summary, the Secret Service’s investigative efforts are vital to the protection of our nation’s financial 
infrastructure. However, the fiscal environment forces us to objectively examine the rationale of the 
Department’s entire investigative portfolio. If the analysis reveals that there are investigation areas which could 
be more efficiently coordinated between other DHS components or among other federal agencies, we need to 
consider options for change. If there are investigations which may be better suited to other federal agencies, 
then we need to address that as well. 


QUESTION: Do you think there is a role for the Secret Sen ice to play in the Administration’s National Cybei 
Security Initiative? 

Answer: The Secret Service already plays an important role in the Administration’s National Cyber Security 
Initiative (NCSI). For example, given the Secret Service’s experience investigating cyber financial crimes, 
NCSI directs the Secret Service to integrate and provide support to the National Cyber Investigative Joint Task 
Force (NCIJTF). It also directs the Secret Service to raise its overall capabilities in combating cyber crime and 
all forms of illegal computer activity. These directives will require the Secret Service to increase the number of 
cyber-trained special agents, analysts and support personnel, staffing and funding for the Secret Service’s 
Electronic Crimes Task Forces, as well as increase liaison activities with our international law enforcement 
counterparts. 

In recent years, the Secret Service has observed a marked increase in the quantity, quality and complexity of 
cyber cases targeting U.S. financial institutions. Criminal trends show an increased use of phishing emails, 
account takeovers, malicious software, hacking attacks and network intrusions resulting in significant data 
breaches. These crimes are transnational in nature and are intertwined with the illicit use of computers. One 
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of the Secret Service’s investigative priorities is to combat cyber- and computer-related crimes in order to 
protect the U.S. financial infrastructure, which is consistent with President Obama’s key management priority 
of protecting the financial services sector from cyber attacks. 

By providing the necessary computer-based training to enhance the investigative skills of special agents through 
its Electronic Crimes Special Agent Program (ECSAP), collaborating with other law enforcement agencies, 
private industry and academia through its Electronic Crimes Task Force (ECTF) program, maximizing 
partnerships with international law enforcement counterparts through its overseas field offices and identifying 
and locating international cyber criminals involved in cyber intrusions, identity theft, credit card fraud, bank 
fraud and other computer-related crimes through the analysis provided by its Cyber Intelligence Section (CIS), 
the Secret Service will continue to make important contributions to the Administration’s NCSI. 


Cyber Security Initiative 

QUESTION: Secretary Napolitano, over the past two years this Subcommittee has appropriated DHS more 
than $430 million for the government’s National Cyber Security Initiative, or NSCI. However, almost daily we 
read reports about the threat of cyber attacks from other countries and rogue hackers. The rate of DHS 
obligations and expenditure of these funds has been slow, and while I can’t quote specific figures since they are 
classified, there clearly remains much to be done to secure both our government and privately-owned computer 
networks. Why has the Department not made more progress consolidating the government’s Trusted Internet 
Connections and deploying traffic monitoring devices, as was the original plan for which we made these large 
appropriations? 

Answer: DHS has made steady progress in support of its Comprehensive National Cybersecurity Initiation 
(CNCI) responsibilities and the goals and objectives identified by the Office of Management and Budget 
(OMB). Although indicative of progress, the actual number of Trusted Internet Connections (TICs) is of less 
importance than the consolidation of an agency’s traffic through TIC portals. Equally beneficial is the 
establishment of a common security capability baseline at the TIC portals, including intrusion detection and 
monitoring of agency network security, as well as the sharing of this information across agencies via the United 
States Computer Emergency Readiness Team (US-CERT). Each department and agency is individually 
responsible for the security of its information and information systems, and for performing its portion of the 
TIC initiative effort. 

As the co-lead for Initiative 1 of the CNCI. DHS allocated approximately SI 1 .95 million of FY 2009 funding to 
support the CNCI Initiative 1. relating to TICs 

In coordination with the OMB, DHS has been in contact with 20 agencies designated by OMB as TIC Access 
Providers (TICAPs). DHS also worked with the General Services Administration to add Managed Trusted IP 
Services (MTIPS) to the NETWORX contract, which enables agencies to order TIC services as a vendor- 
managed service or in combination with an agency TIC portal. AT&T, Qwest, Sprint and Verizon have been 
awarded MTIPS contract modification awards and are currently building TIC access points (TIC portals) in 
geographically diverse locations across the country. 

In support of CNCI Initiatives 2 and 3, DHS allocated approximately 5154,750,000 ($77,375,000 released by 
Congress on May 29, 2009) to support the acquisition and deployment of an intrusion detection capability, as 
well as the operations and maintenance of the National Cybersecurity Protection System (NCPS), operationally 
known as Einstein. The funding allocation also includes data storage, analytic tools and network infrastructure. 

Currently. DHS is deploying the intrusion detection capability to five departments and agencies, including 
DHS, and is initiating an operational evaluation of two of the five departments and agencies. As more 
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departments and agencies consolidate their connections and TICAPs are deemed operationally capable of 
supporting an NCPS intrusion detection system sensor, DHS will initiate additional deployments. DHS also 
established an acquisition program to better baseline cost, schedule and performance, and ensure that funds are 
used appropriately to deliver the capability. 

The development of the specifications for the TICs has been a consensus effort. DHS coordinated with OMB to 
solicit technical requirements from cybersecurity experts from government, industry and academia. DHS 
presented these draft TIC requirements to an interagency working group, which also provided additional 
requirements. The working group reviewed each requirement in detail, categorized the criticality of each 
requirement to the success criteria of the TIC initiative and reached consensus on each. Following the multi- 
day working group session, each agency was given the opportunity to socialize the requirements internally and 
provide additional comments. DHS reviewed all comments and incorporated them into the final draft 
submission to OMB. OMB released the draft to all federal Chief Information Officers (CIOs), requesting any 
additional input. DHS reviewed and incorporated all input. DHS worked with the TIC technical working 
group to clarify the technical requirements by developing a TIC Reference Architecture. The TIC Reference 
Architecture maps each OMB-approved technical requirement to the overarching security capability it supports 
and characterizes it according to the National Institute of Standards and Technology special publications for the 
best practice associated with each. 

The Department of State (DOS), the Department of Justice (DOJ), the Department of Agriculture (USDA) and 
the National Aeronautics and Space Administration (NASA) have self-asserted 90-percent or above compliance 
with the TIC Security Capabilities. 

To ensure T1CAP adherence to TIC baseline security capabilities, DHS plans to perform regular agency self- 
assessment surveys of all civilian executive agencies, as well as onsite TIC Compliance Validation (TCV) 
assessments of the 20 designated Agency TICAPs and four Networx vendor TICAPs. To date, DHS has 
completed its initial TCV assessment of DHS CIO’s TIC portal, and is actively coordinating additional TCV 
assessments with DOJ, DOS, the Securities and Exchange Commission, NASA, AT&T, Qwest and Sprint. 

Beyond DHS’s efforts, the network architecture of some agencies is tightly integrated to include business 
relationships with many different organizations in the private sector and academia. The relationships and 
associated connectivity are also not resolved easily or quickly. For some agencies, a significant amount of 
capital and resources will need to be applied over several fiscal years to realign their architecture to 
satisfactorily adhere to TIC goals and objectives. Most of these challenges will either require a redirection of 
each agency’s funds within current spending levels or an increase in funding. 


QUESTION: Do you believe the Federal government has a responsibility for helping secure the nation’s 
private computer networks? If so, how is it possible to do so while maintaining our citizens’ privacy? 

Answer: The Department puts privacy and civil liberties considerations at the center of its cybersecurity 
efforts, including those involving non-federal systems. This approach is consistent with statutory imperatives 
contained in the Homeland Security Act, and it conforms to the President’s recent remarks regarding the 
contours of national efforts to improve cybersecurity, while protecting the privacy of Americans. At the same 
time, the Department recognizes the increasing need to approach cybersecurity holistically and in ways that 
further involve, coordinate and integrate with the private sector. 

The Federal Government’s general critical infrastructure and key resources (CIKR) protection responsibilities 
are established by the Homeland Security Act, Homeland Security Presidential Directives 5 and 7. 
Cybersecurity responsibilities are delineated further in the 2003 National Strategy to Secure Cyberspace and 
Homeland Security Presidential Directive 23/National Security Presidential Directive 54. Under these statutory 
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and Executive Branch authorities, the Federal Government has a responsibility to protect against risks that 
threaten the public health or safety, undermine public confidence, have a debilitating effect on the national 
economy, or diminish the security posture of the Nation. Among the Department’s specific statutory 
infrastructure protection responsibilities is enhancing non-federal cybersecurity through support to CIKR 
owners and operators. The Department’s National Cyber Security Division (NCSD) also collaborates with 
CIKR sectors, under the National Infrastructure Protection Plan (NIPP) partnership framework, to improve the 
support and services available to the private sector for securing its networks and industrial control systems. 

Under the NIPP framework, NCSD’s Critical Infrastructure Protection Cyber Security (CIP CS) program works 
closely with the Information Technology Sector Coordinating Council (SCC) and Government Coordinating 
Council (GCC) in the development and implementation of the IT Sector-Specific Plan (SSP). Because 
cybersecurity cuts across the other 17 CIKR sectors, the CIP CS program also offers cybersecurity guidance and 
review support to the SCCs and GCCs of the other CIKR sectors with respect to their NIPP-mandated SSPs and 
sector annual reports. 

There are many opportunities to assist the private sector in its cybersecurity efforts. For example, through bi- 
directional information- sharing pilot programs, NCSD is enhancing its relationship with the private sector’s 
community of Information Sharing and Analysis Centers (ISACs) and other information-sharing organizations 
(ISOs). Although they have varying capabilities, ISACs and ISOs are designed to distribute and receive 
information from their respective CIKR sector members. NCSD provides cybersecurity risk information to 
these organizations and receives feedback on that information. The organizations involved in the pilot 
programs also provide information about the cyber activity observed within their sectors. This information is 
rendered anonymous so that NCSD only receives sector-level information - specific companies and individuals 
within the sector are not identified. 

Moreover, NCSD continues to provide members of the CIKR sectors with information about cybersecurity 
vulnerabilities and mitigation strategies. NCSD’s operational branch, the United States Computer Emergency 
Readiness Team (US-CERT), maintains a public-facing website that offers access to the National Cyber Alert 
System. This system supports the dissemination of a wide range of information products for technical and non- 
technical users. Various CIKR sectors also maintain compartments on the secure US-CERT portal, which 
affords the owners and operators of critical information infrastructure access to unclassified "For Official Use 
Only" cybersecurity products, such as Critical Information Infrastructure Notices, which are intended to provide 
warning to U.S. critical infrastructure owners and operators when a particular cyber event or activity has the 
potential to affect critical infrastructure computing networks. US-CERT operates a 24x7 Operations Center, 
which works with stakeholders across the Federal Government to gather data, analyze and mitigate the full 
range of cyber incidents - at all times and at all levels of classification. The Operations Center and US-CERT's 
comprehensive malicious code and digital media analysis capabilities are used in the creation of cybersecurity 
products and leveraged by NCSD’s various programs as they provide support to private- sector partners. 

Other NCSD resources made available to private-sector partners include the CIP CS program's Cyber Security 
Vulnerability Assessment (CSVA) tool and the Control System Security Program’s Control Systems Cyber 
Security Self Assessment Tool (CS2SAT). The CSVA tool provides stakeholders with a flexible and scalable 
approach that analyzes an entity’s cybersecurity posture and describes gaps and targeted considerations that can 
reduce overall cyber risks. Similarly, the CS2SAT employs a systematic and repeatable approach for owners 
and operators to assess the security of their industrial control systems network. It also offers recommendations 
based on industry standards that are customized to the operating characteristics of each control systems facility. 
Neither tool collects information for or transmits information to NCSD. The tools are designed for use by the 
owners and operators of private critical information infrastructure. They are fully automated and available on 
CD-ROM. 
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The Department also supports the private sector through education initiatives. Although efforts are focused on 
improving the federal workforce, the Department works with universities to improve cyber education 
programs. Tools and capabilities developed by our Cyber Education and Workforce Development program will 
be provided to the private sector. 

As NCSD pursues these efforts, privacy and civil liberties considerations remain at the center of its 
cybersecurity efforts and are taken very seriously by the Department. The Department’s Privacy Office, 
statutorily created and responsible for sustaining privacy protections and transparency of government 
operations, is intimately involved in all our cybersecurity efforts. As such, the Privacy Office, in conjunction 
with NCSD, performed privacy impact assessments for the US-CERT 24x7 incident handling and response 
center and the Einstein 2 system and is consulted in connection with other NCSD information-sharing projects. 

In conclusion, the Department has a mission to support private-sector efforts to secure the Nation’s information 
infrastructure. We will do so while safeguarding our citizen’s privacy and liberty interests, as provided by 
federal law. 


Biosurveillance Activities 

QUESTION: Secretary Napolitano, we see with the recent outbreak of H1N1 flu that we must remain vigilaht 
in our bio and medical surveillance in this country. DHS’ contribution to biosurveillance and detection is 
centered around the BioWatch program. This program is intended to detect certain pathogens and is located in 
over 30 locations around the country. Two years ago. Dr. Tara O’Toole and Dr. Jeff Runge, the then Chief 
Medical Officer, held a lively discussion with this Subcommittee that led to us requesting the National 
Academies of Science to compare the effectiveness of the BioWatch program to that of an enhanced public 
health system, which is due late this summer. I told the NAS panel I’d be surprised if the report didn’t Find we 
need both surveillance equipment and a better equipped public health system. 

But we do not have bottomless Federal coffers, and this is an area where we have to give priority to systems that 
give us the biggest bang for the buck. I also believe we can’t afford to put our faith in one system, especially 
one that leaves much to be desired. We have heard that BioWatch next generation machines have been taken 
off line because of concerns they don’t detect what they are supposed to detect. We are also aware that 
validated next generation machines are going to be at least 2 years behind schedule. Given the problems with 
BioWatch, what other capabilities or programs docs DHS currently have or is planning to have that can detect 
the release of pathogens? 

Answer: There are three U.S. -based early detection systems: BioWatch. the U.S. Postal Service’s Biohazard 
Detection System (BDS), and the Department of Defense’s Guardian program. The BioWatch Program is the 
only DHS program that can currently detect the release of aerosolized pathogens. The BioWatch Program was 
established in 2002 and continues to operate on a 24- hour/7-day-a-wcek basis in approximately 30 of the 
Nation’s largest metropolitan areas. The current BioWatch network operates in metropolitan areas within 21 
states and the District of Columbia, provides biodctection capability for, on average, 67 percent of the 
population within these metro areas and is deployed outdoors and indoors. 

The BioWatch System’s value has not fundamentally changed since its deployment. The first indication of a 
bioterrorist attack will likely be through early detection and warning systems. Early detection capability will 
drive the subsequent response and significantly influence the number of individuals affected by an attack, 
thereby minimizing the impact and duration of the event through early intervention and mitigation. 

In addition, the BioWatch Program has strengthened many aspects of bioterrorism preparedness in the United 
States. BioWatch has: 
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• Established functional collaborations between local, regional, state and federal agencies. 

o Created a federal BioWatch Working Group with the Department of Health and Human 

Services/Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC), the Department of Justice (FBI) and 
the Environmental Protection Agency. The working group will expand in 2009 to include other 
federal stakeholders such as the Department of Defense, Department of Transportation and the 
Transportation Safety Authority. 

• Provided opportunities for integration of public health, veterinary, medical, laboratory, emergency 
response and critical infrastructure management. 

• Established new and strengthened existing local infrastructure, including measures of quality 
assurance/quality control and standard operating procedures. 

o The BioWatch Laboratories provided surge labor capacity for the recent H1N1 influenza 
outbreak to state and local public health laboratories. 

• Standardized field operations and implemented quality assurance procedures. 

o Detailed environmental sampling plans have been developed to gather information about the 
viability and the geographical distribution of the bioagent in the event of an aerosol attack. 

o Using existing bio-insecticide spraying program such as the Fairfax County Gypsy Moth 
Suppression Program, documented the distribution and persistence/viability of non-pathogenic 
Bacillus spores after aerosol release. 

• Enhanced the program within and between the jurisdictions. 

o In 2004, 10 of the largest BioWatch jurisdictions improved capability via an increase in the 
number of air sample collectors (improvement was called Gen 2). 

o In 2008 and 2009, the smaller jurisdictions that did not benefit from the earlier Gen 2 
enhancements are being optimized to increase the fraction of population that is protected. 

o BioWatch was used to augment security at several National Special Security Events including 
the Republican and Democratic National Conventions, the G8 Summit and several Super Bowl 
events, 

o Improved communications and coordination of the federal detection systems operating in the 
National Capitol Region. 

o Plans to establish an LRN BioWatch Laboratory in Nevada are in progress. 

o Enhanced communications with the BioWatch Program between local, state and regional 
partners. 

■ Established the BioWatch Portal. In the investigation of a BioWatch Actionable Result, 
the BW Portal is used to maintain and enhance national situational awareness. 

o Conducted training, in the form of table top exercises, in the jurisdictions. 

Relatively speaking, early detection systems are in then infancy; it is not surprising that there have been 
challenges. Each challenge provides opportunities for system improvement. In 2008 and 2009, BioWatch has 
had several challenges and is taking steps to resolve them. 

• In order to increase the number of BioWatch agents that can be detected and decrease the time for 
analysis of the BW samples, multiplex analysis has been adapted for the BioWatch program. The 
BioPlex system is being used in 12 BioWatch laboratories; this system uses a multiplex format (multiple 
analytical tests are conducted simultaneously in the testing system) to look for the genetic fingerprints of 
the BioWatch agent. Any BioWatch Actionable Results that are identified in the BioPlex system are 
confirmed using the public health actionable BioWatch reference test system, Real-time polymerase 
chain reaction PCR. There have been no false positives using this two-step confirmatory process. 

o Currently, the BioWatch panel 3 assay reagents are being more extensively evaluated to 
determine their performance characteristics in the BioPlex assay system. The results of that 
study will be used to improve a new reagent panel (4) so that performance is optimized in the 
BioPlex system. Panel 4 will also be extensively evaluated. 
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o If the results of the Panel 3 and 4 reagents panels indicate that more extensive work will be 
required for the pane] 4 reagents to achieve the same sensitivity and specificity as in the public 
health actionable BioWatch reference test system (Real-time PCR), the 12 BW laboratories 
currently using the Bioplex system will return to use of the Real-time PCR method. 

• The PCR instruments (ABI 7000) that are being used in the BioWatch labs are approaching the end of 
their life span; these will be replaced with ABI 7500 instruments. In collaboration with the CDC LRN 
Labs that are currently using the ABI 7500, the BioWatch labs will adapt the CDC LRN protocols 
(modification of the sample preparation protocols) for use in the ABI 7500. Plans for procuring the ABI 
7500 instruments for the B W Labs are being implemented. 

• After a series of pilot studies in 2007, and as part of a longer-term operational test, six prototype 
Automated Pathogen Detection System (APDS) units became operational in several NYC facilities. The 
APDS units used the same BioPlex system and the same BioWatch reagent panel for analysis of the 
BioWatch samples as used in the BioWatch laboratories. The APDS instruments were co-located with 
Portable Sampling Units (the current Gen 2 units) and a confirmatory real-time PCR assay was required 
if the APDS instruments detected a biological agent. During the past months, analytic results from the 
NYC APDS instruments demonstrated unexplainable variability in results that was not seen in the 
laboratory setting. This problem could not be adequately explained or resolved, and we are working 
with the DHS Science and Technology Directorate to understand the nature of the problem. In the 
meantime, the New York City Officials and the representatives from the BioWatch program made a 
mutual decision (with CDC concurrence) to shut down the APDS prototype units. 

BioWatch strives to improve its system technologies and improve procedures to reduce the time between 
biological agent release, detection and the associated follow-on response. Furthermore, BioWatch is also 
working to increase the number of biological agents that are detected and to increase the population coverage in 
existing BioWatch jurisdictions, including in high-risk indoor facilities. 

One of the high-priority initiatives of the BioWatch program is to replace manually operated collectors with 
automated detectors, wherein the analysis is performed within the unit itself. The primary objective of the 
Generation 3 system is the development of automated detectors that will significantly reduce the time to detect a 
biological agent from the current 10-34 hours down to between 4 and 6 hours. This decrease in detection time 
will potentially save thousands of lives for each day an attack, such as anthrax, is detected ahead of human 
syndromic surveillance and other public health indicators. The autonomous nature of the Generation 3 system 
will also make it more cost effective than the current manual (field and laboratory) system. 

The BioWatch operational requirements (e.g.. logistics, readiness and interoperability) stem from OHA’s 
experience operating the system. Detailed requirements are captured in the Generation 3 Operational 
Requirements Document. That document captures these requirements and ensures that the best automated 
detection system will be selected and fielded. Technologies under consideration must meet operational 
requirements for performance, operability and reliability. As with any upgrade to a complex system, it is not as 
simple as plugging in a new compouent and assuming that the technology will work well and integrate properly 
with all other material and non-material elements (e.g., human interfaces) of the system. To ensure new 
technology deployments are successful, candidate detector systems must be thoroughly tested under real-world 
operational conditions. 


QUESTION: Should we have systems available to allow for the detection of an outbreak, such as the recent 
H1N1 flu? 

Answer: The Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC) is developing capability to detect the H1N1 
flu virus in human populations, and USDA already has surveillance systems in place to look for early disease 
indicators in animal populations. If it is determined that a new variant of the H INI flu could have catastrophic 
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consequences to the security of the Nation, DHS will work with CDC, USDA, other government organizations 
and the broader public health community to determine if additional early detection capabilities can be quickly 
developed to support our comprehensive biodefense strategy. 


QUESTION: Please detail how DHS’ biosurveillance efforts work with the Department of Health and Human 
Services’ biosurveillance efforts. 

Answer: The Department of Health pnd Human Services (HHS) focuses on human health surveillance. HHS 
provides technical expertise and human health information to the National Biosurveillance Integration Center 
(NB1C), which is mandated to be the Nation’s collector and disseminator of biosurveillance information to 
federal agencies; state and local officials; and the private sector. NBIC does not duplicate HHS’s role of 
conducting and fulfilling their specific mission to collect, analyze and distribute human health information, but 
synthesizes HHS information with data from other federal agencies. 


DHS Procurement 


QUESTION: The Department has tens of billions dollars in procurement projects underway. Yet according to 
a 2008 GAO report, DHS did not comply with its own investment review requirements in 45 of its 48 major 
investments. GAO also noted that the Investment Review Board and Joint Requirements Council lack staff and 
other resources, and were not adequately performing oversight responsibilities. What is your view of the 
effectiveness of the Department’s Investment Review Process, given the highly visible missteps with Deepwater 
and SBInet? How do you plan to improve its performance? 

Answer: Over the past 12 months, DHS has implemented new processes and policies which have introduced 
additional rigor in the review of DHS investments. The Department re-engineered and strengthened its 
acquisition governance framework in 2008 and has already conducted more than 15 Acquisition Review Boards 
of Level 1 and 2 programs. 

The DHS ARB, chaired by the Deputy Secretary, governs major investment programs across the Department. 
The ARB includes the Departmental functional leaders (including the Under Secretary for Management, the 
Chief Procurement Officer, Chief Financial Officer, Assistant Secretary for Policy and Director, Operational 
Test and Evaluation) and the ARB examines a program’s progress and risk to determine if the program should 
move forward to the next phase in its life cycle. 1 recognize the importance of sound acquisition management in 
support of the mission and intend on continuing the practice of conducting ARBs, thereby providing approval 
and direction for the investment programs. 

The DHS Program Review Board, also chaired by the Deputy Secretary, is a key step in the Department’s 
annual budget development process. ] intend to use this process to identify cross-component issues and to 
implement solutions to these issues (or to seize opportunities for collaboration). 


QUESTION: Last year, the Committee required DHS Investment Review Board (IRB) to review and oversee 
the department’s top 15 investments as identified by DHS. Please share with us the results of those reviews. 

Answer: During FY 2009 to date, ARBs have been held on the following programs: 

• OHA Biowatch (Generation 3) 

• USC1S Transformation 

• CBP Western Hemisphere Travel Initiative (WHTI) 
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• NPPD U.S. Visitor and Immigrant Status and Information Technology (US-VISIT) 

• NPPD National Cyber Security Protection Program (formerly, US-CERT) 

• OCFO Resource Management Transformation and Systems Consolidation (TASC) 

• Secure Flight 

• CBPSBta(2ARBs). 

ARBs planned for the balance of FY 2009 include: 

• CBP Automated Commercial Environment (ACE) 

• USCIS Transformation (2 nd FY 2009 ARB) 

• ICE SEV1S II 

• TS A Passenger Screening Program 

• CBP Air Marine 

• IJSCG Maritime Patrol Aircraft 

• USCG HH-65 Conversion 

• TSA Electronic Baggage Screening Program (EBSP) 

• DNDO Advanced Spectroscopic Portals (ASP) 

These ARBs were conducted by senior component and headquarters leadership and were focused on program 
status and on issues and decisions required to properly execute these programs at acceptable levels of risk. The 
results of the ARBs were captured in formal Acquisition Decision Memorandums signed by DHS leadership 
and provided to all participants. Program, component and headquarters leadership consider the ARB process to 
be a significant improvement over the previous IRB process. 


QUESTION: What steps are you taking to ensure that the Department is on top of its responsibilities to 
manage its huge procurement portfolio - to keep it fair, on-time and within budget? 

Answer: In addition to adhering to the Federal Acquisition Regulations (FAR), DHS has implemented sound 
business practices to ensure fairness in the procurement process. These processes ensure transparency and fair 
opportunity for all businesses. Through the following measures, DHS assures that our procurement process is 
fair: 

• Performing upfront reviews/approvals of the acquisition strategy and acquisition plans to assure there is 
adequate planning regarding the competitive nature of the procurement; 

• Performing adequate market research: 

• Assuring that the request for proposal includes clear evaluation criteria and that these evaluation criteria 
are adhered to in the evaluation process; 

• Providing comprehensive debriefings for contractors that compete on a procurement but are not awarded 
the contract; and 

• Conducting internal oversight reviews of contract awards to assure all regulatory requirements have 
been adhered to, as well as taking corrective action on any findings of noncompliance. 

DHS has demonstrated positive results which reflect the effectiveness of these policies and procedures. In FY 
2008, DHS awarded 32.5 percent of its dollars to small businesses (well exceeding the federal goal of 23%) and 
75 percent of the dollars were competed. DHS will continue to strive to improve upon the performance of these 
areas, as well as keep an open ear to industry. DHS is committed to executing our programs and contracts on 
time and within budget. Several policies, processes and tools have been implemented to strengthen the controls 
that monitor the acquisition portfolio: 

• DHS has re-engineered and improved its Acquisition Policy and Processes, including the issuance of 
Acquisition Directive 102-01 which provides a robust governance framework to ensure programs to not 
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advance to the next life-cycle phase without appropriate review and demonstration of readiness for the 
next phase. 

• DHS has conducted more than 15 decision-focused and issue-based Acquisition Review Boards (ARBs) 
since March 2008 and has an additional 15 planned in FY 2009. 

• DHS has implemented a new Periodic Reporting System (nPRS) w'hich is implemented monthly by the 
programs to measure performance against the program’s baseline. This is a recent initiative that will be 
much more effective in FY 2010. 

• As appropriate, contracts require Earned Value Management System (EVMS) reporting to monitor 
contractors’ progress against cost and schedule baselines. These monthly reports are reviewed by the 
program office and utilized in program reviews to assess cost and schedule risk. 


QUESTION: What progress is being made to establish an accountability system, as recommended by GAO, to 
ensure IRB and JRC decisions are implemented? 

Answer: All action items from IRBs (now called Acquisition Review Boards [ARBs]) are documented in each 
ARB’s Acquisition Decision Memorandum (ADM), are tracked by the Acquisition Program Management 
Division, and have their status reported to DHS leadership periodically. The JRC is still in the process of being 
reconstituted. 


Action Directives and Initiatives 


QUESTION: Since being appointed Secretary you have issued several Action Directives and Initiatives aimed 
at improving the Department’s objectives, capabilities, and efficiency. These affect activities ranging from 
Infrastructure and Cyber Security to Border Security, Immigration, and Disaster Management. In recent months 
we have seen moves to implement improvements in these areas. Resulting from these initiatives, more 
resources are being utilized on our southern and northern borders, disaster operations in the Gulf Coast 
Recovery are being consolidated, and we hear of progress with immigration enforcement. How has your 
experience with these directives influenced your departmental management, and what further actions will you 
implement based on them? For the record, please provide copies of the agencies responses. 

Answer: During my first few months in office, 1 issued a series of action directives to gather status reports 
from our component agencies and assess specific programs, policies and procedures. These reports have 
provided important background information as we have developed new initiatives and continue to plan for the 
future. The Department-wide Efficiency Review initiative 1 announced on March 27 is a good example of how 
these action directives have influenced my management of DHS. In February, 1 issued a directive for the entire 
Department to identify current and past efforts to improve efficiency, streamline operations and reduce waste, 
which resulted in an inventory of more than 700 initiatives implemented over the past 5 years. These initiatives 
served as the foundation for the Department-wide Efficiency Review, which is already changing the culture at 
DHS and producing significant savings and efficiencies. 


QUESTION: How many of your predecessor’s late-breaking acquisition oversight reforms, including the 
Program Management Council, a Test and Evaluation Council, the acquisition program management division 
within the Office of the Chief Procurement Officer, and an effort to rewrite management directive 1400, do you 
plan to carry forward? 

Answer: DHS intends to carry forward all these improvements, as well as implement additional initiatives to 
strengthen acquisition across the Department. The Program Management Council meets regularly, every 4-6 
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weeks, and addresses topical issues facing program managers day to day. The Test and Evaluation Council 
meets quarterly to discuss best practices in development and operational testing. The Acquisition Program 
Management Division (APMD) was established in August 2007 to improve DHS’s acquisition performance, 
and the Cost Analysis Division (CAD) was established in July 2008 to create a credible and robust cost 
estimating capability across DHS. During FY 2009, hiring actions are underway which will increase APMD 
staff to 20 federal employees and CAD staff to eight federal employees. We completed the rewrite of 
Management Directive 1400 in FY 2008, issuing interim Acquisition Directive 102-01 (the replacement for MD 
1400) in November 2008 and have already conducted more than 15 Acquisition Review Boards and have an 
additional 15 planned in FY 2009. 


Transition 


QUESTION: The previous DHS Secretary worked diligently to ensure a smooth transition from his to your 
watch. How do you assess the transition to the Obama Administration thus far? What have the most significant 
challenges been? 

Answer: A cooperative and professional approach by both the Bush and Obama Administrations led to the 
smoothest and most robust transition in history, 1 believe setting the standard for future transitions. Two areas 
where improvements are possible are: 

• Accelerating the process for security clearances for members of the Agency Review Teams. Arriving 
just after the November elections, the Agency Review Teams had severely limited time to conduct a 
comprehensive review of the department and produce their assessment report for the President-elect and 
his senior staff. Completing personnel security clearances earlier would enable the full Agency Review 
Team to immediately engage with the department on their assessment work, rather than relying on the 
few members with clearances in place to carry the early workload. 

• Cross-governmental training. Though some cross-training occurred during the transition, there is still 
room for improvement. Cross-training should be deliberately planned and budgeted well in advance, 
and should start in earnest in late summer or early fall, prior to the general election. It should mandate 
participation not only by key federal agencies with equities in homeland security, but should also 
include key state, local, tribal, international and private partners to ensure that during a national incident 
the interagency response roles and responsibilities are well understood and effectively executed. 


QUESTION: Have the vacancies in senior positions been an issue in ensuring continuity? 

Answer: Senior position vacancies have not been an issue in ensuring continuity at the Department of 
Homeland Security. The Department took action on two fronts to ensure continuity. First, DHS worked 
diligently to reduce vacancies among SES positions. Approximately a year before the election, 18 percent of 
SES positions in DHS were vacant. By the end of 2008, following an extensive recruitment effort, only 8 
percent of SES positions remained vacant. While the vacancy rate for SES positions is now 10 percent, this 
slight increase can be attributed to over 30 political SES positions that are vacant but currently being recruited. 

Second, the Department made ample preparation for departure of senior political appointees through 
organizational changes and identification of career acting officials. The organizational changes ensured that 
nearly all DHS Components had a career person at the head or second in command. The identification of career 
employees to serve in acting capacities for departing appointed leaders took place long before the Presidential 
inauguration. The Department provided incident management and other training to ensure readiness to lead. As 
expected with any change of Presidential administrations, most senior DHS leaders appointed by the prior 
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administration departed in conjunction with the end of that administration. However, the Department was 
fortunate to have the continued service of selected executives of the prior administration for months after the 
inauguration of our new President. 


Common Accounting System Throughout DHS 

QUESTION: In your speech before the Anti-Defamation League on April 22 of this year, you indicated five 
areas at DHS that needed special attention - the fifth one you mentioned was “fostering a common culture on 
unity in the Department.” You said that when DHS was stood up, “It didn’t have any common purchasing 
principles, program management principles, all the kind of nuts and bolts you have to have to have a large 
department with a complex mission move forward. Those things are now in place, and the department is 
moving forward as one Department of Homeland Security.” 

Madam Secretary, we support your efforts to do this, but with all due respect, I am concerned that the 
Department is NOT there yet, as it is moving forward on a joint accounting system quickly enough. The DHS 
has not been able to get a clean financial audit, largely because that the Coast Guard accounts are unauditable. 
The Coast Guard has told me that they cannot resolve the material weaknesses in their internal controls and 
other financial issues until they have the new DHS accounting system in place. When will the new accounting 
system be deployed and up and running, and how has the timeline changed from last year? 

Answer: DHS is in the midst of conducting an acquisition to select a vendor to provide (1) an enterprise 
solution that integrates end-to-end business processes in support of financial, acquisition and asset management 
and (2) integration services and program management support for the Transformation and Systems 
Consolidation (TASC) effort. As a part of the acquisition process, vendors are to propose a recommended 
migration timeline that includes a schedule for all DHS Components to transition to the new TASC system. 

This proposed schedule is closely tied to the vendor’s recommended technical solution and is subject to 
negotiation during the acquisition process. As a result of litigation before the United States Court of Federal 
Claims and a court-ordered injunction as a part of that process, there has been some resultant delay in the 
procurement. The Department is currently on schedule for a target award date in Second Quarter FY 2010. A 
final schedule will be established and available upon contract award. 

As the Department works to resolve fiscal challenges, the TASC initiative is more critical than ever. DHS must 
be relentless in its pursuit of fiscal transparency and its ability to report on financial data in a timely and 
accurate way. Wc appreciate your continued vigilance and support of the Department and look forward to 
briefing you on this initiative in the future. 


QUESTION: When do you expect the DHS to be able to get a clean financial audit? 

Answer: In the 2008 financial statement audit report, the independent auditors rendered a Disclaimer of 
Opinion, meaning they could not perform adequate testing to provide an audit opinion. Specifically, they 
reported three audit qualifications, six material weaknesses and non-compliance with eight financial related 
laws and regulations. Because of continuing challenges in addressing long standing financial management 
problems, some that existed in legacy agencies, we anticipate several more years of corrective actions will be 
required before we are able to achieve an unqualified audit opinion. However, our actions will continue to yield 
visible, tangible results in FY 2009 and beyond. 


QUESTION: How would you contrast the approaches you are taking on this issue with those of the previous 
leadership? 
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Answer: The DHS Office of the Chief Financial Officer continues to build on the framework of success 
established by the prior leadership. Much of what we are initiating is now possible due in pan to the maturation 
of DHS as a unit. Through a series of new initiatives we are: 

1. Centralizing business processes (such as travel management and financial systems); 

2. Monitoring component performance in areas outside of the financial statement audit such as 
prompt pay, electronic pay and debt collection; 

3. Establishing department wide financial management working groups to disseminate component 
best practices and to determine which issues require headquarters guidance or policies; and 

4. Dedicating more resources to assist components address significant financial management 
challenges. 

The common goal of each of these initiatives is to ensure that DHS implements sustainable processes 
Department-wide that lead to measureable improvement in DHS financial management. We have established 
GPR A goals for financial management that will demonstrate our ability to pay vendors in a timely manner, 
reduce the amount of late payments and increase the percentage of electronic payments. These GPRA goals are 
designed to evaluate our financial management performance in areas that impact taxpayers on a daily basis. 
Components that are not achieving GPRA targets are required to submit to the DHS OCFO action plans that 
detail how they will meet the performance goals. 


St Elizabeths Headquarters Project 

QUESTION: DHS is consolidating its operations onto the St. Elizabeths campus. This is a very ambitious 
project that will bring elements of DHS headquarters together at a common location. It will entail significant 
'costs, however, and will require working with the local community very closely to ensure a full-spectrum 
success. Is the current plan adequate to provide for a consolidated headquarters presence that allows for the 
growth and evolution of the Department? 

Answer: The DHS National Capital Region Housing Master Plan is structured to provide a stable occupancy 
for 14,000 DHS employees in 4.5 million gross square feet of office space at St. Elizabeths for the critical 
mission execution functions of leadership, operations coordination, program management and policy, and will 
consolidate the remaining employees and mission support functions that do not relocate to St. Elizabeths. 
Currently, DHS and Component headquarters functions are housed in over 40 locations. Our plan proposes to 
reduce the total locations down to about nine, including federal space at St. Elizabeths, the Nebraska Avenue 
Complex, the U.S. Secret Service building and the Ronald Reagan building. Additionally, we plan to retain two 
long-term leases currently housing TS A and ICE. Our remaining requirements for mission support and 
projected growth would then be accommodated in two to three long-term lease locations. A prospectus to begin 
this mission support consolidation effort will be submitted to the Congress in the near future. This plan 
addresses our critical need for a consolidated headquarters and also addresses our future needs for the growth 
and evolution of the Department. 


QUESTION: How is DHS addressing the concerns of the local community and preservationists for public 
access and conservation of the historic resource, while still ensuring adequate security for governmental 
resources and a functional work environment? 

Answer: Consistent with the requirements of Homeland Security Presidential Directive 7 (HSPD-7), Critical 
Infrastructure Identification, Prioritization, and Protection, the new Consolidated DHS Headquarters Campus at 
St. Elizabeths will be considered critical infrastructure for essential governmental functions. Accordingly, the 
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security measures to be deployed at St. Elizabeths will comply with the new physical security criteria of the 
Interagency Security Committee (ISC). The entire Headquarters site will be designated an ISC Security Level 
V facility. This designation requires the highest level of protection for a high threat, highly symbolic U.S. 
Government facility. 

An integral part of the facility design process will be coordination with the local community to develop an 
overall strategy to ensure the most cost-effective and efficient development of the facility, including security 
concerns. This process will integrate site development and security requirements with community concerns, 
including future commercial growth and development in the surrounding community. Additionally, physical 
security must be approved by the National Capital Planning Commission, which has also developed urban 
design and security guidelines for federal buildings in the national capital. 

In accordance with the ISC, security requirements will be continually monitored and modified when appropriate 
on the basis of periodic security assessments of the entire campus and individual assets. This will ensure 
security measures are continually validated and tested on the basis of current threat, vulnerability and 
consequence information and intelligence. 

Although the campus will be designated as an ISC Level V facility, DHS has committed to work with the 
community to allow periodic controlled access to certain areas of the campus such as the Point and the 
Auditorium for public meetings on a not-to- interfere basis with our operations and threat conditions. Our 
commitment to providing public access at St. Elizabeths is memorialized in the National Historic Preservation 
Act (NHPA) Section 106 Programmatic Agreement to which we are a signatory. Consulting parties to the 
NHPA Section 106 process are having ongoing consultation on whether to include the historic cemetery within 
the boundaries of the DHS headquarters or to exclude the cemetery from the security perimeter. The ongoing 
consultation is focused on balancing considerations of security, protecting the cemetery’s historic integrity and 
allowing public access. 

Since its opening in 1855, St. Elizabeths has been in some form a secure campus. Patients were treated here 
that could not function in the public domain, and the historic wall along Martin Luther King Jr. Ave. not only 
protected the patients’ privacy but also provided security to keep the patients from wandering off the campus. 

The level of security and the threats we face today are not the same as those of the historic campus. While St. 
Elizabeths was not an “open” campus, it was one of the largest employers in the area and many local residents 
did work here and had access to the Point and other areas. The Department respects the historic connection of 
the campus to the community, which is why we have committed to provide periodic public access to certain 
areas of the campus. 


QUESTION: What is the current timeline for final design approval and the first phases of construction? 

Answer: The first phase of the development is the relocation of the U.S. Coast Guard Headquarters to St. 
Elizabeths. This phase includes a new 1.1 million gross square feet office building, the construction of a 
parking garage for 1,000 vehicles, the renovation and rehabilitation of certain historic buildings on the campus 
for shared use functions such as cafeteria, fitness center, etc. and the infrastructure development necessary to 
support the initial occupancy. 

The new office building and parking garage will be awarded by GSA as a Design-Build Bridging contract in 
late August or early September 2009 and GSA is currently proceeding through the design review process with 
the consulting parties, the U. S. Commission of Fine Arts and the National Capital Planning Commission. The 
concept review (30% design) has been completed and GSA received very favorable comments from all the 
reviewers. At least one additional review' will be scheduled at the 60% design stage in early 2010. Design 
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reviews for the phase 1 adaptive reuse of historic huildings will commence late 2009 and are expected to be 
completed by mid 2010. 


QUESTION: What steps is DHS taking to ensure that neither the Coast Guard headquarters nor later phases of 
the project experience significant cost growth? 

Answer: The Department has taken the initiative to ensure the necessary staff is available to adequately manage 
the overall DHS Headquarters (HQ) Consolidation Program, including the St. Elizabeths (St. E’s) development. 
The project is being lead by four experienced engineers, who collectively bring over 110 years of facilities, 
construction, planning and management expertise. 

DHS developed an organizational structure for a program team that includes Architects, Engineers, Interior 
Space Planners, Real Estate Specialists/Move Coordinators, Environmental Specialists, Security Professionals 
and Administrative Support to effectively manage the project in coordination with the General Services 
Administration (GSA), which is the lead agency for the design and construction development. In addition to the 
DHS staff of 27 who will provide DHS oversight, GSA will actually lead the design and construction of St. E’s, 
GSA’s St. E’s program management office currently has a staff of 25 people growing to approximately 95 after 
the construction is started. 

The DHS project team will provide a central point of contact coordinating DHS tenant requirements, and 
working with the GSA team to stay on target, on schedule and on budget. In the Fiscal Year (FY) 2009 DHS 
appropriation, the Congress provided funding and the authority to hire 21 positions (11 Full Time Equivalents 
[FTE]) to staff the program office. The American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA) funded six DHS 
site security positions (three FTE) to monitor construction personnel and on-site activities for a total of 27 
positions. Currently, DHS has hired or made offers to applicants for 24 of the positions. The remaining three 
are posted and we expect to make selections before the end of June. We expect to have all the staff dedicated to 
the DHS HQ Consolidation program on board before August 2009. 

Both DHS and GSA are committed to executing this project in a fiscally responsible manner and have assigned 
dedicated program staff for full-time management of the overall DHS HQ Consolidation. The staff will 
institute controls/systems throughout the design and construction phases to effectively manage the scope, 
schedule and budget. To prevent the project from undisciplined cost growth and schedule extensions 
confronting other high-profile projects that had schedule delays and cost overruns, DHS and GSA intend to 
reduce risks and uncertainties and will focus on the design and construction process to deliver a high-quality 
product within the schedule and budget. 

Design Guidelines establish standardized office sizes, furniture, furnishings and equipment, and will maximize 
shared-use amenities. Generic office plans will allow maximum flexibility for the occupancy so changes to the 
program will limit impact to the design and construction contracts. GSA plans to employ a Design-Build (D-B) 
Bridging delivery model for Phase 1 of the St. Elizabeths development through a competitive bidding 
procurement that will facilitate fast tracking of design and construction for expedited delivery. The D-B 
Bridging model will improve design and construction coordination. The D-B contractor is brought onto the 
project team early in the design to provide pre-construction phase services such as constructability reviews, 
coordination of long lead items, construction cost estimating and construction market analysis to reduce the 
likelihood of cost overruns when the design is complete. This delivery model fosters a better team environment 
and cooperation between all parties avoiding contract damages and claims. 

The GSA/DHS team will also implement a Configuration Management (CM) process for the St. Elizabeths 
development. CM is a discipline that applies technical and administrative direction and surveillance over the 
lifecycle of the design and construction process to control changes, record and report information needed to 
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manage the delivery process and track the status of proposed changes and implementation status of approved 
changes. CM also audits configuration items to verify conformance to specifications, drawings and other 
contractual requirements. 


Human Resources 


QUESTION: The DHS has had well-publicized issues with human resources - it was labeled a couple of years 
ago as one of the worst places to work in the federal government and has experienced high turnover and 
vacancy rates. How would you describe the current staffing situation at DHS, and what steps are you ready to 
take to confront these issues? 

Answer: In order to improve and expedite the hiring process in Headquarters, DHS has launched a new state- 
of-the-art automated hiring and on-boarding system, implemented an Headquarters recruitment program, 
streamlined processes and application procedures, enhanced hand-off procedures between OCHCO and Chief 
Security Officer and identified hiring process metrics. The DHS Components have demonstrated expertise in 
staffing our front-line occupations by meeting all the recent hiring targets. 


QUESTION: Given DHS’s past reliance on contractors and government-wide effort to rebuild the civil service 
workforce to provide better oversight for contractors, what do you see as the appropriate role for contractors at 
DHS and how would you define the appropriate mix of government employees and contractors? 

Answer: DHS recognizes the critical role civil servants have in carrying out the Department’s mission. We 
continue to review our contracts to ensure no inherently governmental activities have been inadvertently shifted 
to contractors. Further, we are assessing planned contracts to ensure we have the right balance of contractor and 
federal personnel. While there is no unique formula to determine the right number of contractors, each 
requirement needs to be assessed to achieve an optimal balance which addresses the need to have appropriate 
government oversight over contractor activities. Recent guidance re-emphasized this policy by requiring all 
professional services contracts over $1 million to be reviewed to ensure that the proposed contract does not 
include inherently governmental requirements or inappropriate personal services, or impact our core 
capabilities. Through various reviews, DHS already has plans to convert approximately 500 contractor FTE 
over the course of the FY 2009-FY 2010 timeframe. Further contract reviews may result in additional 
conversions. 

In addition to assessing the role of contractors, DUS has taken a number of important steps to ensure that its 
acquisition workforce is qualified to manage and execute its acquisition programs. The DHS acquisition 
workforce, including its contracting officers, program managers and contracting officer technical 
representatives, are trained and receive the respective career field certifications. 

Finally, DHS is a member of the OMB Multi-Sector Workforce Working Group, which is reviewing the 
definitions of inherently governmental work, insourcing policy, workload inventories and the costing of federal 
versus contract performance pursuant to the President’s March 4 Memorandum on Government Contracting. 
Ultimately, however, when all is said and done, the proper mix of federal and contractor employees is 
dependent on the individual function, the emerging nature of the requirement, the size of the requirement, the 
response capabilities and overall expected duration of the requirement, sometimes the location of the 
requirement, the responsibilities and authorities involved and, yes. when options are available, the efficiency, 
effectiveness, technical performance and cost considerations associated with the requirement. 
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QUESTION: Please provide the committee with a table showing your current on-board FTE levels for each 
Departmental office within USM, broken down by appointment type for appointees, what is anticipated for the 
end of fiscal year 2009 and what is requested for fiscal year 2010. 

Answer: See the following table. 
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Current on-board positions lor each Departmental Office within USM by appointment type as of May 23, 2009 
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O 

X 
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H 

d 
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O 

O 

a 

LU 

h- 

0. 

LU 

8 

UJ 
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Chief Human Capital Officer Total 
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EXCEPTED-CONDITIONAL 

EXCEPTED-TEMPORARY. SES-TIME LIMITED-NONCAREER 

ro 

o 

H- 

s 

$= 

O 

c 

0 
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o 

c 

6 

COMPETITIVE-CAREER, SES CAREER 

< 

z 

O 

h- 

a 

z 
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o 

cr 

UJ 

LU 

cc 
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o 

UJ 

> 

H 

& 

CL 

s 
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o 
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o 
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o 
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at 

o 

o 

o 

ID 

O 

h- 

o 

CO 

o 

0? 
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02 
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09 

© 

02 

04 
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Current on-board positions for each Departmental Office within USM by appointment type as of May 23, 2009 (QFR # 43) 


FY 2010 
Requeste 
d FTE 



Z8Z 






set 




M 



o 

CO 

869 

o> 

s 

FY 2009 
On- 
Board 
EOY 



■O' 

CO 






187 







76 

815 

m 

CO 

SES 

Grand 

Total 

s 

- 

CO 

« 

n 

p- 

o> 

- 

CM 

CM 

6 

in 


- 

0> 

52 

s 

CO 

r- 

933 

933 

SES 


- 

CO 

CO 





CO 

- 


- 

CM 

in 


in 

39 

o> 

« 

Non- 

SES 

s 


340 

o 

r- 

_ 79 _ 

- 

CM 

CM 

L 

2 

- 

n 


h- 

47 

s 

03 

ID 

o> 

CO 

OJ 

CD 


Appt Oesc 

EXCEPTED-CONDITIONAL 

EXCEPTED-TEMPORARY, SES-TIME LIMITED-NONCAREER 

Chief Procurement Officer Total 

COMPETITIVE-CAREER, SES CAREER 

COMPET1TIVE-CAREER-CONDITIONAL 

EXCEPTED-PERMANENT, SES-NONCAREER 

EXCEPTED-CONDITIONAL 

EXCEPTED-TEMPORARY, SES-TIME LIMITED-NONCAREER 

Chief Security Officer Total 

COMPETITIVE-CAREER, SES CAREER 

COMPETITIVE-CAREER-CONDITIONAL 

EXCEPTED-PERMANENT, SES-NONCAREER 
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QUESTION: Please list the number, by office, position and pay grade level, of all OSEM, USM, CIO and 
CFO employees hired non-competitively in fiscal year 2008 and thus far in fiscal year 2009. 

Answer: See the following table. 
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Legis. Affairs 

ES 

00 

DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR LEGISLA 

1 



1 


GS 

03 

CLERK 

■Hi 



04 


1 



07 

CONGRSNL AFFRS ASST 

1 



11 

ASSISTANT DIRECTOR 

ma 



12 

ASSISTANT DIRECTOR 





ASSISTANT DIRECTOR OF LEGISLATIVE AFFA 

MR 



14 

ASSOCIATE DIRECTOR 

1 



7 

Legis. Affairs Total 

8 

OGC 

ES 

00 

ASSOCIATE GENERAL COUNSEL FOR LEGAL CO 

■B 




COUNSELOR TO THE GENERAL COUSEL 

■ 



2 


GS 

04 


4 



07 

CONFIDENTIAL ASSISTANT 

— 1 




LEGAL ASSISTANT (OA) 

HE 



09 

CONFIDENTIAL ASSISTANT TO THE THE GENE 

■U 




LEGAL ASSIST ANT(OA) 

■ 



11 

LAW CLERK 

2 



12 

ATTORNEY-ADVISOR 

4 



13 

ATTORNEY-ADVISOR 

1 



14 

ATTORNEY ADVISOR 

1 




ATTY ADVSR GEN 

1 




ATTORNEY-ADVISOR (GENERAL) 





ATTY ADVSR GEN 

Hi 



mm 


mm 

OSEM 

ES 

00 

COORDINATOR OF RECOVERY & REBUILDING 1 

» 




COUNSELOR TO THE DEPUTY SECRETARY 

■ 




OMBUDSMAN 





SENIOR ADVISOR TO THE SECRETARY AND DE 

HI 



A 


EX . 

02 

DEPUTY SECRETARY 

1 



USD 


GS 

03 

CLK 

i 



07 

CONFIDENTIAL ASSISTANT TO THE COUNSELO 

i 



09 

CONFID ASST 

mi 




CONFIDENTIAL ASSISTANT 





CONFIDENTIAL ASSISTANT TO THE CHIEF OF 

H 



11 

ADVANCE REPRESENTATIVE 

2 




ASSOCIATE DIRECTOR FOR PUBLIC LIAISON 

1 




SPECIAL ASSISTANT TO THE SECRETARY 

1 



12 

SPECIAL ASSISTANT TO THE SECRETARY 

1 



14 

ATTORNEY ADVISOR 

1 



15 

ADVISOR TO THE CHIEF OF STAFF 





COUNSELOR TO THE DEPUTY SECRETARY 




mm 

OSEM Total 

19 


31 
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Policy 

ES 

00 

ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR INTERNATIONAL 

ASST SECY FOR STATE AND LOCAL LAW ENFO 

. i 



mm 


GS 



1 



07 

PLCY ANAL 

1 




POLICY ANAL 

1 



09 

PLCY ANAL 

■Hi 




POLICY ANALYST 

H 



11 

SPECIAL ASSISTANT 

i 



12 

BUSINESS LIAISON 

■i 




CHIEF OF STAFF 

im 




POLICY ANALYST 

■ 



13 

CHIEF OF STAFF 

i 




SPECIAL ASSISTANT 

i 



14 

EXTERNAL AFFAIRS SPECIALIST 

i 



15 

ADVISOR TO THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY 

mm 




EXEC DIRECTOR, HOMELAND SECURITY ADVIS 

H 




EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 

■ 




POLICY ANALYST 

HI 



■s 


HD 

Pub Affairs 

GS 


CONFIDENTIAL ASSISTANT TO DEPUTY ASS1S 

1 



H 

PRESS ASSISTANT 

1 




ASSISTANT PRESS SECRETARY 

■E 



mm 

ASSOCIATE DIRECTOR OF STRATEGIC COMMUN 

Hi 



ii 

SPEECHWRITER TO THE SECRETARY 

1 



12 

SPEECHWRITER TO THE SECRETARY 

1 



14 

DIRECTOR OF SPECIAL PROJECTS AND PROT 

HI 




DIRECTOR OF STRATEGIC COMMUNICATIONS 





PRESS SECRETARY 





SENIOR ADVISOR FOR BRAND AND EVENT MAN 

Hi 



15 

DIRECTOR, READY CAMPAIGN 

mm 




PRESS SECRETARY 

■ 




SENIOR ADVISOR FOR BRAND & EVENT MANAG 

HI 



HQ 

Pub Affairs Total 

HQ 

USM 

ES 

00 

CHIEF HUMAN CAPITAL OFFICER 

1 




CHIEF INFO OFFICER 

1 



2 


GS 


CLK 

1 




GENERAL CLERK 

1 



03 

CLERK 

1 



04 

CLERK 

2 



07 

CONTR SPECLST 

he 




CONTRACT SPECIALIST 





SECURITY ASSISTANT 

HI 



09 

SUPRT SRVCS SPECLST 

1. 



hq 


hiss 

Grand Total 

HiBI 


32 
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FY 09: non-competitive hires by office, position and pay grade level 
lor OSEM, USM, CIO and CFO 


Count of SSN 

; 

HQ OS 

PAY_PLAN 



iiiiHl 

CFO 

GS 

04 


HI 



07 

FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT SPECIALIST 

1 




FINANCIAL PROGRAM SPECIALIST INTERN 

mm 



09 

FINANCIAL PROGRAM SPECIALIST - INTERN 

wo 



11 

MANAGEMENT AND PROGRAM ANALYST 

wm 



WE 


* 

Chief of Staff 

ES 

00 

CHIEF OF STAFF TO THE SECRETARY 

K 




WHITE HOUSE LIAISON 

■ 



wm 


GS 

07 

ADVANCE REPRESENTATIVE 

2 




CONFIDENTIAL ASSISTANT 

6 




CONFIDENTIAL ASSISTANT TO THE DEPUTY C 

2 




SPECIAL ASSISTANT 

2 



09 

ADVANCE REPRESENTATIVE 




11 

ADVANCE REPRESENATIVE 

■ 




DEPUTY DIR OF ADVANCE AND TRAVEL 

HB 



12 

ADVANCE REPRESENTATIVE 

ma 




DEPUTY DIRECTOR OF SCHEDULING FOR TRAV 

H| 




DEPUTY WHITE HOUSE LIAISON 

■ 




SPECIAL ASSISTANT TO THE DEPUTY SECRET 

HI 



14 

DEPUTY DIRECTOR OF SCHEDULING AND PROT 

WE 



15 

DEPUTY CHIEF OF STAFF 

WE 



mm 


KB 

Chief Privacy 

ES 


CHIEF PRIVACY OFFICER 

i 



wm 


GS 

12 

SPECIAL ASSISTANT TO THE CHIEF PRIVACY 

wm 



EEKKI 

ATTORNEY-ADVISOR 

wm 



is 

ATTY ADVSR GEN 

WE 



WE: 

Chief Privacy Total 


CNE 

GS 

15 

COUNSELOR TO THE DIRECTOR 

SBS 



wm 


WE 

Executive Sec 

GS 

05 


KD 



07 

CORRESPONDENCE LIAISON OFFICER 

Hi 




DEPUTY SECRETARY BRIEFING BOOK COORDIN 

HI 



09 

CORRESPONDENCE LIAISON OFFICER 

2 



14 

SENIOR LIAISON OFFICER 

2 


GS Total 

9 

Executive Sec Total 

9 


33 
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Legis. Affairs 

ES 

00 

ASST SEC FOR LEGISLATIVE AFFAIRS 

DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR LEGISLA 

■ 





GS 


CONFIDENTIAL ASST TO THE ASST SEC FOR 




09 

ASST. DIRECTOR FOR LEGISLATIVE AFFAIRS 

an 



13 

ASST DIRECTOR OF LEGISLATIVE AFFAIRS 

*3 



14 

DIRECTOR OF STRATEGY AND PLANNING 

ns 



15 

DIR OF LEG AFFRS FOR INTELL & OPS 

BB 



BE 

Legis. Affairs Total 

HE) 

OGC 

ES 

00 

CHIEF OF STAFF 

1 




COUNSELOR TO THE GENERAL COUNSEL 

1 




DEPUTY GENERAL COUNSEL 

1 




PRINCIPLE DEPUTY GENERAL COUNSEL 

2 



5 


GS 

07 

CINFIDENTIAL ASSISTANT 

■D 




CONFIDENTIAL ASSISTANT 

W 



09 

CONFIDENTIAL ASSISTANT 

BE 



14 

ATTORNEY ADVISOR 





ATTY ADVSR GEN 

H 



15 

ATTORNEY ADVISOR 

m 




ATTY ADVSR 

H 




ATTY ADVSR GEN 

K 


GS Total 

BE 


mm 

OSEM 

ES 

00 

SR ADVISOR TO THE SECRETARY 

2 




CHIEF OF STAFF TO THE SECRETARY 

1 




COUNSELOR TO THE DEPUTY SECRETARY 

2 




COUNSELOR TO THE SECRETARY 

2 




FEDERAL COORDINATOR FOR GULF COAST 

1 




SR. COUNSELOR TO THE SECRETARY 

2 



BE 


EX 

01 

SECRETARY OF THE DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAI 

1 



02 

DEPUTY SECRETARY 

1 



mm 


GS 

03 


BD 



07 

CONFIDENTIAL ASSISTANT 

i 




CONFIDENTIAL ASST TO THE FED COORDINAT 

i. 



09 

CONFIDENTIAL ASSISTANT 

BE 



ii 

ASSOCIATE DIRECTOR FOR PUBLIC LIAISON 





SPECIAL ASSISTANT 

■ 




1 bHi'H'll 1 'ii MB 

BD 



14 

DIRECTOR OF POLICY AND RESEARCH 

n 



15 

CONFIDENTIAL ASST TO THE SECRETARY 

2 




DIRECTOR OF FIELDS OPERATIONS 

1 




DIRECTOR OF PUBLIC LIAISON 

1 


GS Total 

MB 

[OSEM Total 

|26] 


34 





























































110 


Policy 

ES 

00 


1 




DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY POLICY 

1 


ES Total 

2 


GS 

07 

CONFIDENTIAL ASSISTANT 

■S 




POLICY ANAL 

■ 




SPECIAL ASSISTANT 

■ 



09 

PLCY ANAL 

2 




POLICY ANALYST 

2 




SPECIAL ASSISTANT TO THE A/S FOR POLIC 

2 




SPECIAL ASST TO THE DAS FOR INTERNATIO 

2 



12 

BUSINESS LIAISON 

2 



13 

LEGISLATIVE POLICY ADVISOR 

mi 




SPECIAL ASSISTANT 

HI 



14 

SPECIAL ASSISTANT 

i 



15 

BUSINESS LIAISON/PRIVATE SECTOR 

■B 




DAS INTERNATIONAL (POLICY) 

H 




SENIOR BUSINESS LIAISON 

■ 



ms 


mi 

Pub Affairs 

ES 

00 

DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR PUBLIC 

ME 



2 


GS 

07 

CONFIDENTIAL ASSISTANT TO DEPUTY ASSIS 

2 




NEW MEDIA SPECIALIST 

1 




PRESS ASSISTANT 

1 




PUBLIC AFFAIRS AND PRESS ASSISTANT 

2 



09 

ASSISTANT PRESS SECRETARY 

■p 




SPEECHWRITER 

mm 



11 

ASSOC DIR OF STRATEGIC COMMUNICATIONS 

am 




ASSOCIATE DIRECTOR OF STRATEGIC COMMUh 

■ 



13 


ME 



14 

DIRECTOR OF STRATEGIC COMMUNICATIONS 

ms 



15 

DIRECTOR OF STRATEGIC COMMUNICATIONS 




Sffi: 

Pub Affairs Total 

■331 

USM 

ES 

00 

CHIEF OF STAFF 

1 



1 



03 

CLERK 

1 



07 

CONTRACT SPECIALIST 

MB 



09 

HUMAN RESOURCES SPECLST 

m: 



11 

HUMAN RESOURCES SPECLST 

■B 



14 

HUMAN RESOURCES SPECLST 

MB 



15 

PROG ANAL 

BH 


GS T olai 

«a 

USM Total 

mm 

Grand Total 

EES 


Freedom of Information Act 


QUESTION: In mid-March the GAO issued a report than noted the ongoing problem with backlogged 
Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) requests at DHS. CBP, the Coast Guard, FEMA, and TSA all have failed 
to make headway and their backlogs of FOIA requests are growing. Only three of DHS’s seven major agencies 
have a mechanism to track the progress of a FOIA request. How will you confront this problem? 

Answer: The introduction to this question misstated the status of DHS’s Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) 
request backlog. Between October 17, 2008 - the date GAO cited in its report as it reported the Department’s 
FOIA statistics - and June I, 2009, several of the operational components made substantial gains in reducing 
their FOIA backlogs. CBP, for instance, reduced its backlog of overdue requests by 89 percent, from 2,198 to 
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243, and USCIS reduced its backlog by 40 percent, from 70,175 to 41,999. Other components achieved modest 
success: TSA reduced the backlog of overdue requests by 16 percent, from 321 to 268, and USCG reduced the 
backlog of overdue requests by 3 percent, from 1,152 to 1,117 during this time period. 

Of the components mentioned in this question, only FEMA saw its backlog increase since the date cited in the 
GAO report. However, FEMA is now taking actions that will soon lead to the eradication of its backlog. The 
reporting tool FEMA is designing will monitor the progress made in reducing the number of outstanding cases 
and solicit senior leadership oversight for the respective mission areas within the agency. 

Electronic tracking mechanisms are an important tool in reducing backlogs. All DHS components currently 
track FOIA requests electronically and efforts are underway to enhance or replace outdated systems to improve 
FOIA management across the Department. 

The Department concurred with each of the Five GAO recommendations and, with the support of the DHS Chief 
FOIA Officer, the affected components are actively taking steps to implement those recommendations. These 
actions will have a positive impact on the Department’s FOIA processes, and the components will continue to 
reduce their backlogs toward our goal of zero. 


Bonuses 


QUESTION: Please list all Office of the Secretary and Executive Management (OSEM), Under Secretary for 
Management (USM), Chief Information Office (CIO) and Chief Financial Office (CFO) political employees 
who received bonuses in 2008. Include the position, office, and bonus amount. 

Answer: In 2008, DHS maintained a policy that no political employees would receive bonuses/awards. 
However, in the organizations identified, one Presidential Appointee, the Under Secretary for Management, 
previously held a career SES appointment which allowed that individual to retain career benefits. Those rights 
were retained and in 2008 the individual received a $25,000 SES bonus. 


QUESTION: Please list all OSEM, USM, CIO and CFO SES bonuses provided in 2008 by position, office and 
bonus amount. 

Answer: See the following table. 
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2008 Bonuses for SES Members in OSEM and USM 


Compdneni 

w " ■- 

ISIlilite 

s£ 2008 Bohli? MS 

OGC 

Career 

Deputy General Counsel 

$ 

23,000 

OGC 

Career 

Associate General Counsel for Intelligence 

$ 

15,000 

OGC 

Career 

Deputy Associate General Counsel for Genera! Law 

$ 

15,000 

OGC 

Career 

Associate Genera! Counsel for Regulatory Affairs 

$ 

15,000 

OGC 

Career 

Deputy Associate General Counsel for Legal Counsel 

$ 

12,000 

OGC 

Career 

Designated Agency Ethics Official 

$ 

8,000 

OS 

Career 

Counselor to the Deputy Secretary 

$ 

20,000 

OS 

Career 

Deputy Officer, CRCL Programs & Compliance 

$ 

22,812 

OS 

Career 

Deputy Asst Secretary of Operations for Legislative Affairs 

$ 

16,786 

POLICY 

Career 

Deputy Assistant Secretary for Plans 

$ 

27,374 

POLICY 

Career 

Associate Director, Identity Management 

$ 

21,250 

POLICY 

Career 

Deputy Assistant Secretary for Policy Development 

$ 

20,075 

POLICY 

Career 

Associate Director, Vetting 

$ 

16,642 

POLICY 

Career 

DHS Attache to Mexico 

$ 

16,418 

USM 

PAS - retains SES benefits 

Under Secretary for Management 

$ 

25,000 

USM-CAS 

Career 

Chief, Administrative Services 

$ 

18,942 

USM-CAS 

Career 

Deputy, Chief Administrative Services Officer 

$ 

16,337 

USM-CAS 

Career 

Director, Safety and Environmental Programs 

$ 

10,629 

USM-CAS 

Career 

Director, Administrative Operations 

$ 

9,693 

USM-CAS 

Career 

Director, Asset & Logistics Management 

$ 

9,510 

USM-CFO 

Career 

Deputy Chief Financial Officer 

S 

16,491 

USM-CFO 

Career 

Deputy Budget Director 

$ 

16,018 

USM-CFO 

Career 

Director, Office of Budget 

$ 

12,464 

USM-CFO 

Career 

Deputy Director, Financial Management 

$ 

10,360 

USM-CFO 

Career 

Director. Resources Management Transformation 

$ 

8,975 

USM-CFO 

Career 

Director, Program Analysis & Evaluation 

$ 

7,770 

USM-CHCO 

Career 

Director, Human Capital Policy and Innovation 

s 

13,000 

USM-CHCO 

Career 

Deputy Chief Human Capital Officer 

s 

13,000 

USM-CHCO 

Career 

Chief Learning Officer 

s 

12,000 

USM-CHCO 

Career 

Director, Workforce Relations and Performance Culture 

$ 

10,000 

USM-CHCO 

Career 

Director, Human Capital Services & Availability 

$ 

10,000 

USM-CIO 

Career 

Director, Office of Applied Technology 

$ 

15,208 

USM-CIO 

Career 

Director, Information Security 

$ 

13,825 

USM-CIO 

Career 

Director, Enterprise Business Management Office 

s 

13,759 

USM-CIO 

Career 

Executive Director, Information Technology Office 

$ 

13,626 

USM-CPO 

Career 

Deputy Chief Procurement Officer 

$ 

24,750 

USM-CPO 

Career 

Director, Acquisition Program Management 

$ 

23,700 

USM-CPO 

Career 

Chief Procurement Officer 

$ 

17,000 

USM-CPO 

Career 

Director. Small and Disedvantaqed Business Utilization 

$ 

16.001 

USM-CPO 

Career 

Director. Office of Procurement 

c 

12.500 

USM-CPO 

Career 

Director, Acquisition Oversight Program 

s 

10,000 

USM-CPO 

Career 

Director, Strategic Initiatives (Acquisition) 

s 

9,000 

USM- Security 

Career 

Chief Security Officer 

s 

19,000 

USM-Security 

Career 

Deputy Chief Security Officer 

$ 

15,000 
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USM-CFO 

Gelfer 

Elizabeth 

Career 

Deputy Budget Director 

$ 

16,018 

USM-CFO 

Schilling 

Deborah 

Career 

Director, Office of B udget 

B 

B9 

USM-CFO 


Michael 

Career 

Deputy Director, Financial Management 

B 


USM-CFO 

Snow 

Avie 

Career 

Director, Resources Management 

B 


USM-CFO 

Whitley 

John 

Career 

Director, Program Analysis & Evaluation 

B 

19 

USM-CHCO 

FI inn 

Shawn 

Career 

Director, Human Capital Policy and Innovation 

$ 

33,000 

USM-CHCO 

Pelowski 

Gregg 

Career 

Deputy Chief Human Capital Officer 

$ 

13,000 

USM-CHCO 

Tanner 

George 

Career 

Chief Learning Officer 

$ 

12,000 

USM-CHCO 

Barnes 

Bray 

Career 


$ 

10,000 



Eugenio 

Career 

Director, Human Capital Services & Availability 

$ 

10,000 

V 

Cotter 

Daniel 

Career 

Director, Office of Applied Technology 

$ 

15,208 

USM-CIO 

West 

Robert 

Career 

Director, Information Security 

$ 

13,825 

USM-CIO 

Graves 

Margaret 

Career 

Director, Enterprise Business Management 

Office 

$ 

13,759 

USM-CIO 

Brown 

Michael 

Career 

Executive Director, Information Technology 

B 


USM-CPO 

Gunderson 

Richard 

Career 

Deputy Chief Procurement Officer 

$ 

24,750 

USM-CPO 


John 

Career 

Director, Acquisition Program Management 

$ 

23,700 

USM-CPO 

Essig 

Thomas 

Career 

Chief Procurement Officer 

S 

17,000 

USM-CPO 

Boshears 

Kevin 

Career 

Director, Small and Disadvantaged Business 

$ 

16,001 

USM-CPO 

Correa 

Soraya 

Career 

Director, Office of Procurement 

$ 

12,500 

USM-CPO 

Capitano 


Career 

Director, Acquisition Oversight Program 

□ 

10,000 

USM-CPO 

Mason 

Thomas 

Career 

Director, Strategic Initiatives (Acquisition) 

Q 

9,000 




Career 

Chief Security Officer 

$ 

19,000 

US M- Seemin' 

Marshall 

Gregory 

Career 

Deputy Chief Security Officer 

$ 

15.000 


QUESTION: Please list by office and pay grade level the number of non-SES employees who received a 
bonus or quality step increase (qsi) in 2008 , the total bonus/qsi expenditures for the particular office and pay 
grade, and the total number of employees in the office and pay grade. 

Answer: See the following table. 
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OSEM and USM: number of non-SES employees by office and grade who received a bonus or quality step increase (qsi) in FY 2008 

(Repsonse to OFR #48) 


Count of ssno 


agency 

level? 

ieve!3 

Grade 

Total 

OS 

Assistant Secretary Intel Analysis 


GS-11 

T 




GS-14 

1 




Sl-00 

1 



Total 

3 



CHIEF OF STAFF 

GS-09 

2 




GS-12 

3 




GS-13 

9 




GS-14 

17 




GS-15 

11 



CHIEF OF STAFF 





Total 


42 



Deputy Assistant Secretary Inleli Analysis 

GS-09 

2 




GS-11 

5 




GS-12 

13 




GS-13 

18 




GS-14 

44 




GS-15 

22 



Depuiy Assistant Secretary Inleli Analysis 





Total 


104 



Deputy Assistant Secretary Mission integration 

GS-07 

1 




GS-09 

2 




GS-11 

5 




GS-12 

5 




GS-13 

6 




GS-14 

44 




GS-15 

20 



Deputy Assistant Secretary Mission Integration 





Total 


83 



intelligence Analysis Principal Deputy Assistant 





Secretary Intelligence Ana 

GS-14 

21 




GS-15 

3 



intelligence Analysis Principal Deputy Assistant 





Secretary Intelligence Ana Total 


24 


Assistant Secretary Intel Analysis 





Total 



256 


Director, Operations Coordination 


GS-11 

i 




GS-15 

1 



Total 

2 



CHIEF OF STAFF 

GS-09 

1 




GS-12 

3 




GS-13 

14 




GS-14 

26 




GS-15 

14 



CHIEF OF STAFF 





Total 


58 



Deputy Oirectoi Operations Coordination 

GS-01 

2 




GS-09 

1 




GS-11 

6 




GS-12 

9 




GS-13 

8 




GS-14 

16 




GS-15 

13 



Deputy Director. Operations Coordination 





Total 


55 


Director, Operations Coordination 





Total 



115 


Office of Health Affairs 


GS-12 

9 




GS-13 

2 




GS-14 

19 




GS-15 

23 




SL-00 

4 




SQ-00 

7 




ST-00 

9 



Total 

73 


Office of Health Affairs 





Total 



73 


39 
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41 












j Under Secretary lor Management 


Business Transformation Office |GS-1 4 

Business Transformation Office 

Total 

Chief Financial OHicer 

GS-02 

GS-04 

GS-09 

GS-11 

GS-12 

GS-13 

GS-14 

GS-1S 

Chief Financial Officer 

Total 

Chief Human Capital Officer 

GS-04 

GS-06 

GS-09 

GS-11 

GS-12 

GS-13 

GS-14 

GS-15 

Chief Human Capital Officer 

Toiai 

Chief Information Officer 

‘ | 

Chief information Officer 

Total 

Chief Procuremeni Officer 

GS-07 

GS-09 

GS-11 

GS-12 

GS-13 

GS-14 

GS-15 

SL-00 

Chief Procurement Officer 

Total 

Chief Security Officer 

u 

[Chief Security Officer 

IToial 

immediate Office of the Undersecretary of 
Management 

GS-13 

GS-15 

Immediate Office of the Undersecrefaiy of 
Manaoement Total 

GS-06 

Office oi me Chief Aomin-suative Office - 


j Office of fhe Chief Administrative Officer 
1 Total 
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OSEM and USM: total bonus/qsi expenditures by office and pay grade for non-SES employees in FY 2008 

(Repsonse to QFR #48) 






levels 

!eve!3 

Grade 

Total 

os 

Assistant Secretary Intel Analysis 


GS-11 

$1 ,000.00 




GS-14 

$4,503.00 




SL-00 

$7,730.00 



CHIEF OF STAFF 

GS-09 

$4,381.00 




GS-12 

$9,260.00 




GS-13 

$32,790.00 




GS-14 

$65,772.00 




GS-1S 

$53,535.00 



Deputy Assistant Secretary Intel! 
Analysis 

GS-09 

GS-11 

$2,763.00 

$8,144.00 




GS-12 

$21,169.00 




GS-13 

$44,735.00 




GS-14 

$106,015.00 




GS-15 

$75,779.00 



Deputy Assistant Secretary 
Mission Integration 

GS-07 

$753.00 




GS-09 

$1,530.22 




GS-11 

$6,391.22 




GS-12 

$10,368.00 




GS-13 

$14,346.00 




GS-14 

$139,132.65 




GS-15 

$74,996.78 



Intelligence Analysis Principal 
Deputy Assistant Secretary 
Intelligence Ana 

GS-14 

GS-15 

S62, 825,00 
$13,532.00 


Assistant Secretary Intel Analysis 

Total 


$761 ,450.87 


43 
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Director, Operations Coordination 


GS-11 

$1,671.00 



GS-15 



CHIEF OF STAFF 

GS-09 

$2,394.00 



GS-12 

$5,362.00 



GS-13 

$32,793.11 



GS-14 

$56,492.11 



GS-15 

$50,258.00 


Deputy Director, Operations 
Coordination 

GS-07 

$1,500.00 



GS-09 

$500.00 



GS-11 

$9,024.11 



GS-12 

$17,090.00 



GS-13 

$16,589.78 



GS-14 

$45,979.11 



GS-15 

$52,482.00 

Director, Operations Coordination 



emflsfesa ■■ 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 < 1 1 l 

Office of Health Affairs 


GS-12 

$30,314.55 



GS-13 

$10,154.56 



GS-14 

$82,329.16 



GS-15 

$120,409.90 



SL-00 

$21,816.21 



SQ-00 

539,224,16 



ST-00 





ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR 



Office of the Secretary and Executive Management 

POLICY 

GS-07 

GS-09 

$9,189.00 

$16,041.22 



GS-11 

$24,069,00 



GS-12 

$32,433.00 



GS-13 

$47,572.00 



GS-14 

$71,382.00 



GS-15 

$145,258.00 



SL-00 

$15,960.00 


Citizenship and Immigration 
Services Ombudsman 

GS-07 

$1,000.00 



GS-09 

$1,000.00 



GS-11 

$250.00 



GS-12 

$1,765,11 



GS-13 

$6,443.01 



GS-14 

$1,000.00 



GS-15 

$4,780.22 


EXECUTIVE SECRETARIAT 

GS-05 

$500.00 



GS-07 

$5,000.00 



GS-09 

$6,850.00 



GS-11 

$ 16 , 965. 1 1 



GS-12 

$6,200.00 



GS-13 

$6,000.00 



GS-14 

$14,250.00 



GS-15 

$14,250.00 


44 








45 
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Business Transformation Office 




Under Secretary for Management 


GS-14 

$2,815.00 



Chief Financial Officer 

GS-02 

$765.11 




GS-04 

$742.39 




GS-09 

$20,009.30 




GS-11 

$21,815.11 




GS-12 

$39,688.20 




GS-13 

$50,647.47 




GS-14 

$157,293.08 




GS-15 

$121,352.88 



Chief Human Capital Officer 

GS-04 

$1,025.00 




GS-06 

$1,800.00 




GS-09 

$1,000.00 




GS-11 

$6,861.00 




GS-12 

$19,938.00 




GS-13 

$26,297.00 




GS-14 

$121,878.88 




GS-15 

$117,668.00 



Chief Information Officer 

GS-12 

$3,200.00 




GS-13 

$14,600.00 




GS-14 

$97,500.00 




GS-15 

$89,200.00 



Chief Procurement Officer 

GS-07 

$2,765.11 




GS-09 

$3,265.11 




GS-11 

$34,210.44 




GS-12 

$26,208.19 




GS-13 

$59,313.47 




GS-14 

$191,184.80 




GS-15 

$413,905.69 




SL-00 

$5,000.00 



Chief Security Officer 

GS-04 

$1,000.00 




GS-09 

$1,600.00 




GS-11 

$6,600.00 




GS-12 

$1,300.00 




GS-13 

$60,250.00 




GS-14 

$81,750.00 




GS-15 

$43,400.00 



Immediate Office of the 





Undersecretary of Management 

GS-13 

$4,764.00 




GS-15 

$10,761.00 



Office of the Chief 





Administrative Officer 

GS-06 

$847.00 




GS-09 

$3,860.62 




GS-11 

S2.371.00 




GS-12 

$3,594.00 




GS-13 

513,508.00 




GS-14 

$38,585.56 




GS-15 

$47,261.00 




SL-00 

$4,850.00 


Under Secretary for Management 



iii I >i Mi ki hi w i m y 


— — Fill 1 

Grand Total 

$4,599,155.22 


46 
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OSEM and USM: total number of non-SES employees in the office by pay grade currently on-board as of May 23, 2009 

(Response for QFR #48) 





ieve!3 


Total 

os 

Assistant Secretary Intel Analysis 


GS-04 

5 




GS-05 

1 




GS-07 

2 




GS-09 

1 




GS-11 

1 




GS-12 

1 




GS-13 

2 




GS-14 

3 




GS-15 

1 




SL-00 

1 



Total 

18 



CHIEF OF STAFF 

GS-04 

1 




GS-05 

1 




GS-09 

1 




GS-11 

3 




GS-12 

3 




GS-13 

4 




GS-14 

7 




GS-15 

6 



CHIEF OF STAFF 

Total 

26 



Deputy Assistant Secretary Intell Analysis 

GS-04 

8 




GS-07 

2 




GS-09 

13 




GS-11 

9 




GS-12 

19 




GS-13 

21 




GS-14 

54 




GS-15 

22 




SL-00 

2 



Deputy Assistant Secretary Intell Analysis 

Total 

150 



Deputy Assistant Secretary Mission 





Integration 

GS-09 

1 




GS-11 

3 




GS-12 

10 




GS-13 

7 




GS-14 

48 




GS-15 

26 




SL-00 

2 



Depulv Assistant Secretary Mission Integration Total 

97 



Intelligence Analysis Principal Deputy 





Assistant Secretary Intelligence Analysis 

GS-14 

26 




GS-15 

7 



Intelligence Analysis Principal Deputy Assistant Secretary Intelligence Ana 

33 


Assistant Secretary Intel Analysis 

Total 


324 


Director, Operations Coordination 


GS-04 

2 




GS-15 

1 



Total 

3 



CHIEF OF STAFF 

GS-12 

i 




GS-14 

0 




GS-15 

7 



CHIEF OF STAFF 

Total 

16 


47 
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Deputy Director, Operations Coordination 

GS-04 

GS-07 

GS-09 

GS-11 

GS-12 

GS-13 

GS-14 

GS-15 

4 

1 

5 
3 

14 

13 

11 

22 

Deputy Director, Operations Coordination 

Total 

73 

Director, Operations Coordination 

Total 



Office of Health Affairs 


GS-09 

2 



GS-11 

1 



GS-12 

3 



GS-13 

9 



GS-14 

20 



GS-15 

23 



SL-00 

2 



SQ-00 

4 



ST-00 

3 



y ■■■EB; 

Office of Health Affairs 

e m i ■ mi i ■ i 1 1 - p 

■■■■■■■■■■■I 

1 ■Efi 

Office of the Secretary and Executive 




Management 

ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR POLICY 

GS-07 

12 



GS-09 

36 



GS-11 

• 24 



GS-12 

12 



GS-13 

18 



GS-14 

24 



GS-15 

44 



SL-00 

5 


ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR POLICY 

Total 

175 


Citizenship and Immigration Services Ombud 

GS-09 

3 



GS-11 

4 



GS-12 

3 



GS-13 

9 



GS-15 

5 


Citizenship and Immiaration Services Ombudsman Total 

24 


Executive Secretariat 

GS-05 

1 



GS-07 

3 



GS-09 

5 



GS-11 

6 



GS-12 

9 



GS-13 

7 



GS-14 

6 



GS-15 

5 


Executive Secretariat 

Total 

42 


Ottice ot Civil Rights and Civil Liberties 

GS-07 

4 



GS-08 

1 



GS-09 

2 



GS-11 

1 



GS-12 

3 



GS-13 

21 



GS-14 

15 



GS-15 

20 


Office of Civil Rights and Civil Liberties 

Total 

67 


Office of Counternarcotics Enforcement 

GS-11 

1 



GS-12 

2 



GS-13 

3 



GS-14 

1 



GS-15 

7 


Office of Counternarcotics Enforcement 

Total 

14 


48 






(Office of the Secretary and 
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Office of Legislative Affairs 



Office of Legislative Affairs 



Office of Public Affairs 

GS-06 

i 


GS-07 

5 


GS-09 

2 


GS-11 

1 


GS-12 

2 


GS-13 

5 


GS-14 

7 


GS-15 

6 


■■ 

H HE 1 

OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF STAFF 

GS-07 

6 


GS-09 

1 


GS-11 

2 


GS-12 

3 


GS-13 

1 


GS-14 

1 


GS-15 

1 

[f5Ti3fia513Hl]3WTT3 

Total 

15 

Office of the General Counsel 

GS-04 



GS-07 



GS-09 



GS-11 



GS-12 



GS-13 



GS-14 

14 


GS-15 

52 


SL-00 

3 

Office of the General Counsel 

Total 

95 

Office of the Privacy Officer 

GS-09 



GS-11 



GS-12 



GS-13 



GS-14 



GS-15 

10 

Office of the Privacy Officer 

.Km 

HHH^. 

Immediate Office of the Deputy Secretary 


i 



i 

Immediate Office of the Deputy Secretary 

Total 

2 



1 



1 


SHI-'-' 5 

1 

Immediate Office of the Secretary 

Total 

■ HHK 

FEDERAL COORDINATOR FOR GULF 



COAST REBUILDING 

GS-03 

i 


GS-11 

i 


GS-13 

i 


GS-14 

2 


GS-15 

2 


hhhh 

Management Total 

534] 


49 
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Under Secretary for Management 

' |GS-t5 

1 


Total 

1 


Business Transformation Office 

GS-14 

i 


Business Transformation Office 

Total 

i 


Chief Financial Officer 

GS-02 

i 



GS-03 

4 



GS-04 

2 



GS-07 

5 



GS-09 

7 



GS-11 

9 



GS-12 

12 



GS-13 

21 



GS-14 

48 



GS-15 

27 



SL-00 

1 


Chief Financial Officer 

Total 

137 


Chief Human Capital Officer 

GS-03 

1 



GS-07 

1 



GS-09 

3 



GS-11 

2 



GS-12 

7 



GS-13 

14 



GS-14 

34 



GS-15 

23 


Chief Human Capita! Officer 

Total 

85 


Chief Information Officer 

GS-02 

1 



GS-09 

1 



GS-11 

1 



GS-12 

10 



GS-13 

16 



GS-14 

42 



GS-15 

29 



SL-00 

1 


Chief Information Officer 

Total 

101 


Chief Procurement Otticer 

GS-07 

56 



GS-09 

14 



GS-11 

17 



GS-12 

20 



GS-13 

25 



GS-14 

68 



GS-15 

138 



SL-00 

2 


Chief Procurement Officer 

Total 

340 


Chief Security Oflicer 

GS-04 

1 



GS-05 

7 



GS-07 

2 



GS-09 

3 



GS-11 

10 



GS-12 

15 



GS-13 

62 



GS-14 

42 



GS-15 

12 


Chief Security Officer 

Total 

154 


Immediate Office of the Undersecretary of 




Management 

GS-09 

1 



GS-12 

1 



GS-14 

2 



GS-15 

3 


Immediate Office of the Undersecretary of Management Tot< 

7 


50 
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Office of the Chief Administrative Officer 

GS-06 

GS-11 

GS-12 

GS-13 

GS-14 

GS-15 

SL-00 

i 

t 

10 

9 

23 

23 

1 

Office of the Chief Administrative Officer 

Total 

68 


Under Secretary for Management 

Total 





ASST SECRETARY (MGMT) 


SEaHHSHKi 



ASST SECRETARY (MGMT) 

Total 

... i 



HHHHHHK3' 


1 ftiii 

lGS-12 

t 




i 



■■■bhb 


DHS HEADQUARTERS 

Office of Civil Rights and Civil Liberties 


HHHHHHB 



Office of Civil Rights and Civil Liberties 

Total 

HHHHHHB1 



OFFICE OF GENERAL COUNSEL 


HHHHHHE 



OFFICE OF GENERAL COUNSEL 


i 


DHS HEADQUARTERS 

1 { (HgH £§g m jj^E&SHHHHIHI 

HI 

HHHHHHE 


bhhhhkeze! 

Grand Total 

1915 


51 
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QUESTION: Please provide a table showing how much is requested in the 2010 budget for bonuses for 
OSEM, USM, CIO and CFO political employees; OSEM, USM, CIO and CFO SES employees; and OSEM, 
USM, CIO, and CFO non-SES employees. 


Answer: 


OSEM 


■ 

Reouested in FY20TG Buddet for Bonuses 

Hi 

Political 

Employees 

SES Employees 

Non-SES Employees 


JL 

- 

- 





c, 


A 

. 

n 

SWifiSISisl 

Chief of Staff 

s 

• - ' 

JL 

_ 

wm 


Executive Secretary 

|_S_ 



8.000.00 

s 

■iMlililXCIl 



- 

_L 

112.360.00 

$ 

1 TrmmTriTn 


_l 


$ 

118.000.00 

mm 

HHEI 

Minn ii mu ii ilium ii in — 

T 

. 



Office of Public Affairs 

JL 

. 

$ - 

$ 

—.-gr.w>g.T»i8 


$ 

- 

L L 


$ 

— mini 

CIS Ombudsman 

K9 

■IHTiMiIAl 

JL 

16.000.00 

$ 

58.000.00 

Counternarcotics 

A. 

- 

« 


s 

—Kgraaaaa 

Office of Leaislative Affairs 

_L 



RMHE1E !iTifi!il 

$ 

— mi'ii n 

I HU mu | HI 

JL 

- 

A r 

s 

mmmmm 

TOTAL 


-J6..00Q..OCL 

A 

337.760.00 

A 

wmmmmm 


Under Secretary for Management 


; SeguestecHn FY2Q1 O Budget for Bonuses; 



— HfiUUiSHH 

mi 

BHSSL3&HHH 

HH£Qj2il£HH 

USM Office 




Immediate Office* 

$ 

$ 

20,000.00 

$ 33,283.00 

OCAO 

$ 

$ 

70,000.00 

$ 225,000.00 

OCHCO 

$ 

$ 

75,000.00 


OCPO 

$ 

$ 

1 80,000.00 

■ 'm-xtaM-kMi 1=1 

ocso 

$ 

$ 

6,000.00 

$ 240,000.00 j 

OCFO 

$ 

$ 

93,920.00 

OE EHBinEa 

OCIO 


$ 

60,000.00 

S 296,000.00 1 

TOTAL 

s 

EJ 

1 

| 

a 

• 

1 



^Incorrect object class(1 1 .3) used in FY2010 CJ for Bonuses. The correct 
object class should be 1 1 .5. 


Travel 

QUESTION: Please provide a table that shows all the funds expended by OSEM, USM, CIO and CFO 
political employees for travel in 2008. Include the name of each traveler, purpose of travel, loeation(s) visited, 
and total cost. 

Answer: Please see the following tables. 


Blanket travel orders are preauthorized obligated dollar amounts which are assigned a specific travel order 
number allowing an employee to travel for any official purpose without further authorization. Ms. DierJker was 
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a member of the Secretary’s Advance staff who traveled in advance of the Secretary for site preparation, 
logistics, etc. The blanket travel orders were utilized for the Advance Staff because of the frequency and time 
sensitive nature of their travel. The blanket travel orders for the Advance Staff were initiated quarterly in the 
base amount of $10k. This does not mean that S10K was spent per quarter, but rather that the traveler could 
spend up to SlQK without further authorization. All expenditures require documentation through the standard 
travel claim process. 

Ms. Dierker’s expenditures under the blanket travel orders for her trip to Zurich in support of Secretary Chertoff 
at the World Economic Forum totaled $3412 and were part of her Second Quarter 08 expenditures. The 
itemized expenditures are as follows; 

Airfare to Zurich - $365.90 
Lodging cost - $1,506.91 
Taxis - $134.68 
Per Diem -$1,405.25 


Total = $3, 412.74 

The $7001 charge that was unlabeled should have been labeled “To Support the Secretary.” This charge 
represents the charge to the Office of the Chief of Staff for Ms. Dierker’s return flight with the Secretary aboard 
the USCG aircraft. The sponsoring Component for any traveler who flies with the Secretary pays a proportional 
amount of the total cost. For example if the Secretary flies with the Chief of Staff, a public affairs staffer, and 
policy advisor on a trip that costs $20,000, then the Office of the Secretary, the Office of the Chief of Staff, the 
Office of Public Affairs, and the Office of Policy would each be charged $5000 for the trip. As the overall cost 
of the flight is fixed, it is cost advantageous to the government overall to carry additional passengers if possible, 
even if the charge for the individual office is more than the cost of a commercial flight. 


OSEM: 


AH Funds Expended by OSEM Political Employees for Travel in 2008 

. 

Name of Traveler 

Purpose of Travel 

Travel Location 

Total 

Cost 

Office of the 
Secretary 

Chertoff, Michael 

Advance Departmental goals as 
determined by DHS leadership 

New Orleans, LA 

3,761 

Office of the 
Secretary 

Chertoff, Michael 

Advance Departmental goals as 
determined by DHS leadership 

Columbia, MO and 
Portland OR 

7,135 

Office of the 
Secretary 

Chertoff, Michael 

Advance Departmental goals as 
determined by DHS leadership 

San Diego, and Los 
Angeles. CA 

4,856 

Office of the 
Secretary 

Chertoff, Michael 

Deliver remarks, meetings with 
counterparts 

Halifax, NS; Amman 
Jordan; Manama 
Bahrain; & UK 

15,280 

Office of the 
Secretary 

Chertoff, Michael 

Advance Departmental goals as 
determined by DHS leadership 

Dublin, Shannon, 
Ireland and Berlin, 
Germany 

10,848 

Office of the 
Secretary 

Chertoff, Michael 

Advance Departmental goals as 
determined by DHS leadership 

La Guardia, NY 

446 

Office of the 
Secretary 

Chertoff, Michael 

Personal {required use memo on file) 

North Eieuthra, 
Bahamas 

5,219 

Office of the 
Secretary 

Chertoff, Michael 

Personal (required use memo on file) 

Bahamas 

5,459 

Office of the 
Secretary 

Chertoff, Michael 

Blanket Travel Request for the First Qtr 
FY08 

Various Locations 

5,118 

Office of the 
Secretary 

Chertoff, Michael 

Advance Departmental goals as 
determined by DHS leadership 

Zurich, Switzerland 

12,057 


53 
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7>?* :v’ 

All Funds Expended by OSEM Political Employees for Travel 

in 2008 




Purpose of Travel 

Travel Location 

Cost 

Office of the 
Secretary 

Chertoff. Michael 

Advance Departmental goafs as 
determined by DHS leadership 

New York 

1,175 

Office of the 
Secretary 

Chertoff, Michael 

Advance Departmental goals as 
determined by DHS leadership 

Boston, MA 

1,780 

Office of the 
Secretary 

Chertoff, Michael 

Advance Departmental goals as 
determined by DHS leadership 

Jackson, IN; Yuma, 
AZ; Tucson, AZ; 
McAllen, IX 

7,446 

Office of the 
Secretary 

Chertoff, Michael 

Trilateral meetings regarding Security 
Prosperity Partnership (SPP) 

San Jose Del Cabo, 
Mexico 

2,062 

Office of the 
Secretary 

Chertoff, Michael 

Advance Departmental goals as 
determined by DHS leadership 

Berlin, Germany; 
Tallin, Estonia; 

Riga, Lativa; Rome, 
Italy; Brussels, 
Beiqium 

14,043 

Office of the 
Secretary 

Chertoff, Michael 

Meetings with foreign counterparts 

Gander, Canada, 
Kuwait City, Kuwait 
Riyadh, Jerusalem, 
Israel, Shannon, 
Ireland, Saudi 

Arabia 

28,660 

Office of the 
Secretary 

Chertoff, Michael 

Blanket Travel Request for the Second Qtr 
FY08 

Various Locations 

4,215 

Office of the 
Secretary 

Chertoff, Michael 

Advance Departmental goals as 
determined by DHS leadership 

New Haven, CT; 

San Francisco, CA; 
Ottawa, Canada 

15,139 

Office of the 
Secretary 

Chertoff, Michael 

Advance Departmental goals as 
determined by DHS leadership 

New Orleans, LA 

3,095 

Office of the 
Secretary 

Chertoff, Michael 

Advance Departmental goals as 
determined by DHS leadership 

Teterboro, NJ 

859 

Office of the 
Secretary 

Chertoff, Michael 

Advance Departmental goals as 
determined by DHS leadership 

Groton, CT 

1,710 

Office of the 
Secretary 

Chertoff, Michael 

Advance Departmental goals as 
determined by DHS leadership 

Shannon, Ireland 

6,840 

Office of the 
Secretary 

Chertoff, Michael 

Advance Departmental goals as 
determined by DHS leadership 

Doha, Qatar 

7,271 

Office of the 
Secretary 

Chertoff, Michael 

Advance Departmental goals as 
determined by DHS leadership 

Ankara, Turkey; Te! 
Aviv, Israel 

5,765 

Office of the 
Secretary 

Chertoff, Michael 

Advance Departmental goals as 
determined by DHS leadership 

Northolt, England; 
Washington, DC- 

9,793 

Office of the 
Secretary 

Chertoff, Michael 

Advance Departmental goals as 
determined by DHS leadership 

Houston, TX 

4,710 

Office of the 
Secretary 

Chertoff, Michael 

Advance Departmental goals as 
determined by DHS leadership 

Omaha, NE and 
Waterloo, IA 

1,698 

Office of the 
Secretary 

Chertoff, Michael 

Blanket Travel Request for the Third Qtr 
FY08 

Various Locations 

4,012 

Office of the 
Secretary 

Chertoff, Michael 

Aspen Ideas Festival and tour of MO flood 
damage 

Aspen, CO; 

Durango, CO & St. 
Louis, MO 

1,825 

Office of the 
Secretary 

Chertoff, Michael 

Advance Departmental goals as 
determined by DHS leadership 

Mexico City; Rio De 
Janeiro; Brasilia 

10,974 

Office of the 
Secretary 

Chertoff, Michael 

Personal (required use memo on file) 

W.B, Scranton, PA 

2,079 

Office of the 
Secretary 

Chertoff, Michael 

Commissioning of USCG Cutter 

PA; CA; AK 

12,186 

Office of the 
Secretary 

Chertoff, Michael 

Advance Departmental goals as 
determined by DHS leadership 

Cleveland, OH 

701 


54 


130 


All Funds Expended by QSEM Political Employees for Travel in 2008 



Name of Traveler . 

Purpose of Travel 
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v Total?;" 

7 Cost 'T 

Office of the 
Secretary 

Chertoff, Michael 

Blanket Travel Request for Ihe Fourth Otr 
FY08 

Various Locations 

3,144 

Office of the 
Secretary 

Roe, Price 

Attendance at Cyber Security Conference 

New York City, NY 

425 

Office of the 
Secretary 

Roe, Price 

Participate in DHS recruiting 

Austin, T X 

1,826 

Office of the 
Secretary 

Roe, Price 

DHS Leadership Conference 

Cambridge, MD 

528 

Office of the 
Secretary 

Roe, Price 

Nation Fusion Center Conference 

San Francisco, CA 

1,923 

Office of the 
Secretary 

Roe, Price 

To Support the Secretary 

Boston, MA 

1,780 

Office of the 
Secretary 

Boyd, Allison 

VISITING AND BRIEFING AT USCG 
FACILITES IN SOUTH CAROLINA AND 
NORTH CAROLINA. 

HILTON HEAD, SC 
AND ELIZABETH 
CITY, NC 

887 

Office of the 
Secretary 

Boyd, Allison 

DHS LEADERSHIP CONFERENCE 

Cambridge, MD 

537 

Office of the 
Secretary 

Boyd, Allison 

CONFERENCE & SITE VISIT WITH 
DEPUTY SECRETARY 

CORAL GABLES 
AND KEY WEST, 

FL 

527 

Office of the 
Secretary 

Boyd, Allison 

Blanket Travel Request for (he Fourth Qtr 
FY08 

VARIOUS 

LOCATIONS 

2,863 

Office of the 
Secretary 

Boyd, Allison 

To Support the Deputy Secretary 

Brunswick, GA; 
Miami, FL; Key 

West, FL & 
Guantanamo, Cuba 

1,502 

Office of the 
Secretary 

Boyd, Allison 

To Support the Deputy Secretary 

Savannah, GA & 
Elizabeth City, NC 

1,814 

Office of the 
Secretary 

Boyd, Allison 

To Support the Deputy Secretary 

Mobile, AL; St. 

Louis, MS and 
Pascaqoula, MS 

2,613 

Office of the 
Deputy Secretary 

Schneider, Paul 

Receive briefings on CBP operations at 
Ports of Entry 

San Diego, Long 
Beach, CA and 
Tucson, AZ 

6,554 

Office of the 
Deputy Secretary 

Schneider, Paul 

Blanket Travel Request for the First Qtr 
FY08 

Various Locations 

399 

Office of the 
Deputy Secretary 

Schneider, Paul 

Advance Departmental goals as 
determined by DHS leadership 

Brunswick, GA; 
Miami, FL; Key 

West, FL & 
Guantanamo, Cuba 

1,502 

Office of the 
Deputy Secretary 

Schneider, Paul 

Advance Departmental goals as 
determined by DHS leadership 

Artesia, NM; El 

Paso, TX; 

Riverside, CA; 

Seattle, WA; 
Bellingham, WA 

2,300 

Office of the 
Deputy Secretary 

Schneider, Paul 

Deliver presentation at FLETC’s Annual 
Partner Organization Management 
Conference; Receive Brief on search and 
rescue, aircraft support, and enlisted 
training at USCG Air Station Elizabeth City 

Savannah, GA & 
Elizabeth City, NC 

1,814 

Office of the 
Deputy Secretary 

Schneider, Paul 

Blanket Travel Request for the Second Qtr 
FY08 

Various Locations 

399 

Office of the 
Deputy Secretary 

Schneider, Paul 

Advance Departmental goals as 
determined by DHS leadership 

New Orleans, LA 

755 

Office of the 
Deputy Secretary 

Schneider, Paul 

Advance Departmental goals as 
determined by DHS leadership 

London, GBR & 
Bangor, ME 

7,710 
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r Travel 

Purpose of Travel 

Ml 

Office of the 
Deputy Secretary 

Schneider, Paui 

Advance Departmental goals as 
determined by DHS leadership 

Brunswick, GA 

1,800 

Office of the 
Deputy Secretary 

Schneider. Paui 

Observe port operations and participate in 
the G8 Home Affairs and Justice 

Ministerial level meetings in Tokyo, obtain 
first hand familiarization on the LNG 
facilities in Nikiski, AK 

Anchorage, AK; 
Yokota Japan; Hong 
Kong, China; 

33,121 

Office of the 
Deputy Secretary 

Schneider, Paul 

Blanket Travel Request for the Third Qtr 
FY08 

Various Locations 

6,694 

Office of the 
Deputy Secretary 

Schneider, Paul 

Receive brief and operational tour of the 
CBP facilities; observe Port of Entry 
Operations 

Detroit, Mi; Great 
Falls, MT; Glasgow, 
MT; Buffalo, NY 

8,866 

Office of the 
Deputy Secretary 

Schneider, Paul 

Observe CBP Port of Entry Operations; 
observe ICE, CBP and CIS operations 

Buffalo, NY; 
Burlington, VT 

1,969 

Office of the 
Deputy Secretary 

Schneider, Paui 

Meet with local officials on Gulf Coast 
recovery operations; christening of USCG 
Cutter WAESCHE 

Mobile, AL; St. 

Louis, MS and 
Pascagoula, MS 

2,613 

Office of the 
Deputy Secretary 

Schneider, Paui 

Meet with Denver Mayor, observe TSA 
operations; observe operations of the 
Denver Fusion Center; and meet with 

USSS on-site to discuss preparations for 
the Democratic National Convention; meet 
with NORAD/NO RTHCCOM officials to 
discuss operations 

Springfield, IL; 
Denver, CO; & 
Colorado Springs, 

CO 

2,223 

Office of the 
Deputy Secretary 

Schneider, Paui 

Advance Departmental goals as 
determined by DHS leadership 

Menominee, Ml; 
Minneapolis, MN 

1,650 

Office of the 
Deputy Secretary 

Schneider, Paui 

Deliver speech at CBP Senor Leadership 

Air and Marine Agenda; visit Fusion 

Center and conduct site visit of the CBP 
Towers 

Wichita, KS; San 
Diego, CA & 

Phoenix, AZ 

4,347 

Office of the 
Deputy Secretary 

Schneider, Paul 

Blanket T ravel Request for the Fourth Qtr 
FY08 

Various Locations 

1,808 

Office of the 
Deputy Secretary 

White, Brian 

To Support the Deputy Secretary 

San Diego, Long 
Beach, CA and 
Tucson, AZ 

6,554 

Office of the 
Deputy Secretary 

White, Brian 

To Support the Deputy Secretary 

Anchorage, AK; 
Yokota Japan; Hong 
Kong. China; 

33,121 

Office of the 
Deputy Secretary 

White. Brian 

To Support the Deputy Secretary 

Brunswick, GA: 

Miami. FL; Key 

West, FL & 
Guantanamo, Cuba 

1,502 

Office of the 
Deputy Secretary 

White, Brian 

To Support the Deputy Secretary 

Artesia, NM; El 

Paso, TX; 

Riverside, CA; 

Seattle, WA; 
Bellingham, WA 

2,300 

Office of the 
Deputy Secretary 

White, Brian 

To Support the Deputy Secretary 

New Orleans, LA 

755 

Office of the 
Deputy Secretary 

White, Brian 

To Support the Deputy Secretary 

London, GBR & 
Bangor, ME 

3,055 

Office of the 
Deputy Secretary 

White, Brian 

To Support the Deputy Secretary 

Menominee, Mi; 
Minneapolis, MN 

1,650 

Office of the 
Deputy Secretary 

White, Brian 

To Support the Deputy Secretary 

Wichita, KS; San 
Diego, CA & 

Phoenix, AZ 

4,347 
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Office of ihe 
Deputy Secretary 

White, Brian 

Blanket Ttavel Request for the First Qtr 
FY08 

Various Locations 

384 

Office of the 
Deputy Secretary 

White, Brian 

Blanket T ravel Request for the Second Qtr 
FY08 

Various Locations 

2,357 

Office of the 
Deputy Secretary 

White, Brian 

Blanket Travel Request for the Third Qtr 
FY08 

Various Locations 

5,489 

Office of the 
Deputy Secretary 

White, Brian 

Blanket Travel Request for the Fourth Qtr 
FYG8 

Various Locations 

929 

Chief of Staff 

Isles, Adam 

To Support the Secretary 

Halifax NS, Amman 
Jordan, Manama 
Bahrain, & UK 

15,280 

Chief of Staff 

isles, Adam 

To Support the Secretary 

Dublin, Shannon, 
Ireland and Berlin, 
Germany 

10,848 

Chief of Staff 

Isles, Adam 

To Support the Secretary 

San Jose Del Cabo, 
Mexico 

2,062 

Chief of Staff 

Isles, Adam 

To Support the Secretary 

Mexico City; Rio De 
Janeiro; Brasilia 

10,974 

Chief of Staff 

Isles, Adam 

To Support the Secretary 

PA; CA; AK 

12,186 

Chief of Staff 

Isles, Adam 

Blanket Travel Request for the First Qtr 
FY08 

Various Locations 

3,080 

Chief of Staff 

Isles, Adam 

Blanket Travel Request for the Second Qtr 
FY08 

Various Locations 

3,852 

Chief of Staff 

Isles, Adam 

Blanket Travel Request for the Fourth Qtr 
FY08 

Various Locations 

1,668 

Chief of Staff 

Sweet, Chad 

To Support the Secretary 

Columbia, MO and 
Portland OR 

7,135 

Chief of Staff 

Sweet, Chad 

To Support the Secretary 

Zurich, Switzerland 

12,057 

Chief of Staff 

Sweet, Chad 

To Support the Secretary 

New York 

1,175 

Chief of Staff 

Sweet, Chad 

To Support the Secretary 

Jackson, TN, Yuma, 
AZ, Tucson, AZ, 
McAllen, TX 

7,446 

Chief of Staff 

Sweet, Chad 

To Support the Secretary 

Gander, Canada, 
Kuwait City, Kuwait, 
Riyadh, Jerusalem, 
Israel Shannon, 
Ireland, Saudi 

Arabia 

28,660 

Chief of Staff 

Sweet, Chad 

To Support the Secretary 

Shannon, Ireland 

6,840 

Chief of Staff 

Sweet, Chad 

To Support the Secretary 

Doha, Qatar 

7.271 

Chief of Staff 

Sweet, Chad 

To Support the Secretary 

Ankara, Turkey; Tel 
Aviv, Israel 

5,765 

Chief of Staff 

Sweet, Chad 

To Support the Secretary 

Northolt, England; 
Washington, DC 

9,793 

Chief of Staff 

Sweet, Chad 

To Support the Secretary 

PA; CA; AK 

12,186 

Chief of Staff 

Sweet, Chad 

Blanket Travel Request for the First Qtr 
FY08 

Various Locations 

275 

Chief of Staff 

Sweet, Chad 

Blanket Travel Request for the Second Qtr 
FY08 

Various Locations 

2,281 

Chief of Staff 

Sweet, Chad 

Blanket Travel Request for the Third Qtr 
FY08 

Various Locations 

2,463 

Chief of Staff 

Sweet, Chad 

Blanket Travel Request for the Fourth Qtr 
FY08 

Various Locations 

2,019 

Chief of Staff 

Dierker, Caroline 


Zurich, Switzerland 

7,001 
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Purpose of Travel 

Travef Location . j Total 
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Chief of Staff 

Dierker, Caroline 

Blanket 1 ravel Request for the Second Qtr 
FY08 

Various Locations 

12,525 

Chief of Staff 

Dierker, Caroline 

Blanket Travel Request for the Third Qtr 
FY08 

Various Locations 

14,449 

Chief of Staff 

Dierker, Caroline 

Blanket Travel Request for the Fourth Qtr 
FY08 

Various Locations 

3,408 

Chief of Staff 

Robb, Corry 

Blanket Travel Request for the Fourth Qtr 
FY08 

Various Locations 

699 

Chief of Staff 

Goldschmidt, Abe 

FOR SI'S VISIT NEW YORK CITY FOR 
9-11 CEREMONIES AND VISIT WITH 

NEW YORK DAILY NEWS EDITORIAL 
BOARD. 

New York, NY 

1,544 

Chief of Staff 

Knapp, Hubbeli 

DHS Exercise 

ML Weather, VA 

173 

Chief of Staff 

Knapp, Hubbeli 

Blanket Travel Request for the Fourth Qtr 
FY08 

VARIOUS 

LOCATIONS 

3,468 

Chief of Staff 

Mitari, Chris 

Blanket Travel Request for the Fourth Qtr 
FY08 

VARIOUS 

LOCATIONS 

14,180 

Chief of Staff 

Sanderson, Clayton 

Blanket T ravel Request for the Fourth Qtr 
FY08 

VARIOUS 

LOCATIONS 

11,475 

Executive 

Secretary 

Schwien, Fred 

To Support the Secretary 

Halifax NS, Amman 
Jordan, Manama 
Bahrain, & UK 

15,280 

Executive 

Secretary 

Schwien, Fred 

TO SUPPORT THE SECRETARY 

London, UK; 

Amman, Jordan; 
Bahrain, Bahrain; 
Frankfurt, Germany 

4,270 

Executive 

Secretary 

Schwien, Fred 

DHS Leadership Conference 

Cambridge, MD 

553 

Executive 

Secretary 

Schwien, Fred 

TO INCREASE FAMILIARITY WITH 
NORTHCOM POLICIES AND 
PROCEDURES. 

Colorado Springs, 

CO 

356 

Executive 

Secretary 

Schwien, Fred 

VISIT SPECIAL PROGRAM SITE 

Tucson, AZ 

371 

Executive 

Secretary 

Canino, Benjamin 

Training Exercise 

Winchester, VA 

392 

Executive 

Secretary 

Matheson, Andrew 

Blanket Travel Request for the First Qtr 
FY08 

Various Locations 

942 

Executive 

Secretary 

Roumel, Maria 

DHS Leadership Conference 

Cambridge, MD 

551 

Civil Rights and 
Civil Liberties 

Daniel W. 

Sutherland 

To participate in roundtable meetings with 
community leaders and government 
officials 

Detroit, Ml 

600 

Civil Rights and 
Civil Liberties 

Daniel W. 

Sutherland 

To participate in the US-UK Joint Contact 
Group meeting on Homeland Security 

London, UK 

3,850 

Office of Public 
Affairs 

Charles Couch 

News and Terrorism Workshop Meeting. 

San Diego, CA 

1,260 

Office of Public 
Affairs 

Charles Couch 

Participate in a NLE 02-08 Exercise. 

Winchester, VA 

234 

Office of Public 
Affairs 

Charles Couch 

Participate in TOPOFF4 

Phoenix, AZ 

3,755 

Office of Public 
Affairs 

Caroline Dierker 

Staffing Secretary 

Houston, TX 

2.090 

Office of Public 
Affairs 

James E Fox 

Staffing Secretary 

Quebec City 

3,005 

Office of Public 
Affairs 

James E Fox 

Staffing Secretary 

Israel 

2,660 
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Office of Public 
Affairs 

James E Fox 

Participate in a NLE 02-08 Exercise. 

Winchester, VA 

160 

Office of Public 
Affairs 

James E Fox 

Staffing Secretary 

Poland 

598 

Office of Public 
Affairs 

James E Fox 

Staffing Secretary 

Saudi Arabia and 
Israel 

1,752 

Office of Public 
Affairs 

James E Fox 

Staffing Secretary 

Estonia, Slovenia, 
Rome and Belgium 

3,483 

Office of Public 
Affairs 

James E Fox 

Attended conference. 

Cambridge, MD 

364 

Office of Public 
Affairs 

James E Fox 

Staffing Secretary 

Jordan and Iraq 

909 

Office of Public 
Affairs 

Anne Marie Frawley 

Meeting with Canadian counterparts. 

Ottawa, CA 

1,125 

Office of Public 
Affairs 

Laura Keehner 

Staffing Secretary 

New Orleans, LA 

1,583 

Office of Public 
Affairs 

Laura Keehner 

Staffing Secretary 

Marina del Ray 

1,584 

Office of Public 
Affairs 

William Knocke 

Staffing Secretary 

Germany, Bonn 

428 

Office of Public 
Affairs 

William Knocke 

Staffing Secretary 

Houston, TX 

191 

Office of Public 
Affairs 

William Knocke 

Staffing Secretary 

Austin, TX 

204 

Office of Public 
Affairs 

William Knocke 

Staffing Secretary 

Baton Rouge, LA 

351 

Office of Public 
. Affairs 

William Knocke 

Staffing Secretary 

New Orleans, LA 

203 

Office of Public 
Affairs 

William Knocke 

Staffing Secretary 

San Francisco, 

Palo Alto & Seattle 

1,507 

Office of Public 
Affairs 

William Knocke 

Staffing Secretary 

Mexico City-Rio De 
Janeiro-Brasilia 

1,599 

Office of Public 
Affairs 

William Knocke 

Participated in a NLE 02-08 Exercise. 

Winchester, VA 

219 

Office of Public 
Affairs 

William Knocke 

Staffing Secretary 

Boston, MA- 
Tucson, AZ-McA!len 
TX 

314 

Office of Public 
Affairs 

William Knocke 

Staffing Secretary 

Cabo San Lucas, 
Mexico 

1,520 

Office of Public 
Affairs 

William Knocke 

Staffing Secretary 

Zurich 

1,592 

Office of Public 
Affairs 

William Knocke 

Staffing Secretary 

Dublin-Berlin- 

Shannon 

1,881 

Office of Public 
Affairs 

William Knocke 

Staffing Secretary 

Philadelphia, PA 

149 

Office of Public 
Affairs 

William Knocke 

Staffing Secretary 

Los Angeles & San 
Diego, CA 

1,021 

Office of Public 
Affairs 

William Knocke 

Staffing Secretary 

Portland, OR 

295 

Office of Public 
Affairs 

Paul Liben 

Participated in a NLE 02-08 Exercise. 

Winchester, VA 

349 

Office of Public 
Affairs 

Kathleen 

Montgomery 

Staffing Secretary 

Houston, TX 

445 

Office of Public 
Affairs 

Emily Palumbos 

Participated in a NLE 02-08 Exercise. 

Winchester, VA 

239 
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Office of Public 
Affairs 

Andrew Poe 

Participated in a NLE 02-08 Exercise. 

Winchester, VA 

349 

Office of Public 
Affairs 

Erin Streeter 

Attended a Press Conference. 

Harrisburg, PA 

68 

Office of Public 
Affairs 

Erin Streeter 

Attended the National Association of 

Women Business Owners Conference. 

Phoenix, AZ 

1,395 

Office of Public 
Affairs 

Veronica Valdes 

Staffing Secretary 

Houston, TX 

1,731 

Office of Public 
Affairs 

Veronica Valdes 

DHS operational exercise., 

Raleigh, NC 

523 

Office of Public 
Affairs 

Veronica Valdes 

Security operation. 

New Jersey, NJ 

182 

Privacy 

Schumacher, 

Amanda * Special 
Assistant 

To attend the 9th Annual Privacy and 
Security Conference (February 6-8, 2008) 

Victoria, B.C., 
Canada 

2,040 

Privacy 

Schumacher, 

Amanda - Special 
Assistant 

To attend the 2nd Annual National Fusion 
Center Conference (March 17-20, 2008) 

San Francisco, CA 

1,758 

Privacy 

Teufel HI, Hugo - 
Chief Privacy Officer 

To view the USCIS Lockbox Facility and 
Speak at the intertechPIRA Future of 

Secure Documents Conference 
(September 8-9. 2008) 

Chicago, IL 

961 

Privacy 

Teufel III, Hugo - 
Chief Privacy Officer 

To attend site visits; facilitate Privacy 
Officer's meeting; speak at the DP1AC 
meeting and speak at IAPP KnowledgeNet 
Event (September 15-18, 2008) 

Las Vegas, NV and 
Denver, CO 

1,665 

Privacy 

Teufel III, Hugo - 
Chief Privacy Officer 

To speak at the Conference on Public 
Security. Privacy and T echnology 
(November 18-21. 2007) 

Brussels, Belgium 

2,064 

Privacy 

Teufei III, Hugo - 
Chief Privacy Officer 

To speak at the 9th Annual Privacy and 
Security Conference (February 6-8, 2008) 

Victoria, B.C., 
Canada 

2,210 

Privacy 

Teufel III, Hugo - 
Chief Privacy Officer 

To attend and participate in the DHS 
Leadership Conference, "The Future and 
Interoperability of DHS Operations" 
(Februajy 18-21. 2008) 

Cambridge, MD 

506 

Privacy 

Teufel III, Hugo - 
Chief Privacy Officer 

To speak at the 2nd Annual Fusion Center 
Conference (March 10-19, 2008) 

San Francisco, CA 

1,820 

Privacy 

Teufel III. Hugo - 
Chief Privacy Officer 

To speak at the Committee on National 
Security Systems Annual Conference 
(March 26.' 2008) 

Farmington, PA 

221 

Privacy 

Teufel III, Hugo - 
Chief Privacy Officer 

To speak and participate in the Global 
Consortium Conference Financial Sector 
Forum (April 2-3, 2008) 

New York, NY 

447 

Privacy 

Teufel III, Hugo - 
Chief Privacy Officer 

To speak at the RSA 2008 Conference 
and attend site visits in Denver, CO and 
meet with the Colorado Homeland Security 
Director (April 8-11,2008) 

San Francisco, CA 
and Denver, CO 

3,103 

Privacy 

Teufel 111, Hugo - 
Chief Privacy Officer 

To speak at the ibero-American Network 
Conference on Data Protection (May 26- 
28, 2008) 

Cartagena, 

Colombia 

2,459 

Privacy 

Teufei III, Hugo - 
Chief Privacy Officer 

To attend and participate in the Sixteenth 
Annual National Security Law Institute 
Training Course (June 1-13, 2008) 

Charlottesville, VA 

616 

Privacy 

Teufei ill, Hugo- 
Chief Privacy Officer 

To attend the 3rd Legal Issues Across the 
information Spectrum Course at the JAG 
(July 13-18, 2008) 

Charlottesville, VA 

880 
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CIS Ombudsman 

Bellocchi, Luke 

Site Visit Of The FBI Name Processing 
Center 

... 

Winchester, VA 

mm 

CIS Ombudsman 

Bellocchi, Luke 

Meeting With District Director For USCIS 

New York, NY 

429 

CIS Ombudsman 

Bellocchi, Luke 

2008 Annua! A1LA Conference 

Vancouver, British 
Columbia 

1,923 

CIS Ombudsman 

Beiiocchi, Luke 

Site Visit To Dallas District Office & LOS 
District Office 

Dallas, TX 

2,030 

CIS Ombudsman 

Bellocchi, Luke 

Ontario Ombudsman: Advanced 

Investigate Training For Administrative 
Watchdogs 

Toronto, Canada 

2,145 

CIS Ombudsman 

Dougherty, Michael 

SMRT Conference With USCIS 

New York, NY 

689 

CIS Ombudsman 

Dougherty, Michael 

Meeting With District Director For USCIS 

New York, NY 

431 

CIS Ombudsman 

Dougherty, Michael 

Naturalization Ceremony 

Miami, FL 

1,050 

CIS Ombudsman 

Dougherty, Michael 

Speaker At The 2008 Annual AILA 
Conference 

Vancouver, British 
Columbia 

3,681 

CIS Ombudsman 

Dougherty, Michael 

CIS Ombudsman Fact Finding Trip/ E- 
Verify Arizona Experience 

Phoenix, AZ 

1,782 

CSS Ombudsman 

Dougherty, Michael 

Research For Recommendations 

San Francisco, CA 

3,257 

CIS Ombudsman 

Dougherty, Michael 

AILA Conference 

Miami, FL 

1,159 

CIS Ombudsman 

Dougherty, Michael 

Site Visit To The Nebraska Service Center 

Omaha, NE 

1,174 

CIS Ombudsman 

Khatri, Prakash 1. 

Do Not Have Travel Order To Give 

Purpose 

Los Angeles, CA 

1,161 

CIS Ombudsman 

Khatri, Prakash 1. 

Do Not Have Travel Order To Give 

Purpose 

Atlanta, GA 

841 

CIS Ombudsman 

Khatri, Prakash 1. 

Site Visit To Be A Member On A Panel 
Discussion on Immigration Issues 

Phoenix, AZ 

1,551 

CIS Ombudsman 

Khatri, Prakash 1. 

Site Visit And Attending Meetings With 
Immigration Officials 

Chicago, IL 

1,024 

CIS Ombudsman 

Khatri, Prakash 1, 

Attending the DHS Leadership Conference 

Cambridge, MD 

505 

CIS Ombudsman 

Khatri, Prakash 1. 

Site Visit And Attending Meetings With 
Immigration Officials 

Orlando, FL 

736 

Office of 
Legislative 

Affairs 

Calka, Courtney 

TOUR PORT OF MIAMI WITH COAST 
GUARD AND TOUR OF MIAMI 
INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT WITH TSA, 
CBP & ICE. 

Miami, FL 

1,747 

Office of 
Legislative 

Affairs 

Calka, Courtney 

CBP BORDER VISIT (SAN DIEGO) , 

VISIT THE NEVADA TEST SITE (NTS) 

AND THE DNDO TESTING/TRAINING 
FACILITIES 

San Diego. CA 

1,527 

Office of 
Legislative 

Affairs 

Guilford, Christopher 

ATTENDING THE NATIONAL FUSION 
CONFERENCE. 

San Francisco, CA 

1,888 

Office of 
Legislative 

Affairs 

Guilford, Christopher 

STAFFING FOR CONGRESSIONAL 
ROUNDTABLE ON NARCOTICS ON 
PUBLIC AND PRIVATE LANDS 

San Francisco, CA 

1,037 

Office of 
Legislative 

Affairs 

Johnson, Timothy 

MULTI JURISDICTIONAL IED SECURITY 
PLAN ANNOUNCEMENT 

Houston, TX 

1,774 

Office of 
Legislative 

Affairs 

Joiner, Kim 

STAFF DELEGATION - HSGAC - 
SOUTHWEST BORDER TRIP 

Austin, TX 

1,704 
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Office of 
Legislative 

Affairs 

Joiner, Kim 

CBP BORDER VISIT (SAN DIEGO) , 

VISIT THE NEVADA TEST SITE (NTS) 

AND THE DNDO TESTING/TRAiNiNG 
FACILITIES 

Austin, TX 

1,836 

Office of 
Legislative 

Affairs 

Kebodeaux, Tiffany 

TO ATTEND OPERATIONAL TOUR AND 
MEETING WITH SENATOR CORNYN IN 
SOUTH TEXAS 

McAllen, TX 

993 

Office of 
Legislative 

Affairs 

Kent Jr, Donald H, 

DHS LEADERSHIP CONFERENCE. 

Cambridge, MD 

450 

Office of 
Legislative 

Affairs 

Kent Jr, Donald H, 

TOUR OF PLUM ISLAND 

Greenport, NY 

23S 

Office of 
Legislative 

Affairs 

Kent Jr, Donald H. 

TOUR AND ACCOMPANY Si ON WITH 
CONGRESSMAN JANE HARMAN 

Los Angeles, CA 

299 

Office of 
Legislative 

Affairs 

Kent Jr, Donald H. 

LEADING APPROPRIATIONS STAFF ~ 
DNDO/NYC TO NYPD BRIEF 

New York, NY 

581 

Office of 
Legislative 

Affairs 

Kent Jr, Donald H. 

STAFF DELEGATION -HSGAC - 
SOUTHWEST BORDER TRIP 

San Diego, CA 

313 

Office of 
Legislative 

Affairs 

Kent Jr, Donald H. 

CBP BORDER VISIT (SAN DIEGO) , 

VISIT THE NEVADA TEST SITE (NTS) 

AND THE DNDO TESTING/TRAINING 
FACILITIES 

San Diego, CA 

1,580 

Office of 
Legislative 

Affairs 

Kent, Donald 

PORT OF MIAMI WITH COAST GUARD 
AND TOUR OF MIAMI INTERNATIONAL 
AIRPORT WITH TSA, CBP & ICE. 

Miami, FL 

1,257 

Office of 
Legislative 

Affairs 

Kent, Donald 

TOUR GULF COAST RECOVERY - 
DISASTER AREAS. 

New Orleans, LA 

1,338 

Office of 
Legislative 

Affairs 

Morris, Lee 

TOUR PORT OF MIAMI WITH COAST 
GUARD AND TOUR OF MIAMI 
INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT WITH TSA, 
CBP & ICE. 

Miami, FL 

459 

Office of 
Legislative 

Affairs 

Morris, Lee 

TOUR GULF COAST RECOVERY - 
DISASTER AREAS. 

New Orleans, LA 

596 

Office of 
Legislative 

Affairs 

Morris, Lee 

CBP BORDER VISIT (SAN DIEGO) , 

VISIT THE NEVADA TEST SITE (NTS) 

AND THE DNDO TESTING/TRAINING 
FACILITIES 

San Diego, CA 

480 

Office of 
Legislative 

Affairs 

Sural, Jeffrey 

TRAVEL TO THE BORDER WITH 

HOUSE HOMELAND SECURITY STAFF 

El Paso, TX 

1,218 

Office of 
Legislative 

Affairs 

Sural, Jeffrey 

TOUR PORT OF MIAMI WITH COAST 
GUARD AND TOUR OF MIAMI 
INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT WITH TSA, 
CBP & ICE. 

Miami, FL 

1,459 

Office of 
Legislative 

Affairs 

Sural, Jeffrey 

ATTEND THE RNC WITH USSS AND 
CONGRESSIONAL STAFF TO OBSERVE 
SECURITY OPERATIONS FOR THE 
CONVENTION 

Minneapolis, MN 

2,250 

Office of 
Legislative 

Affairs 

Sural, Jeffrey 

ACCOMPANYING Si. 

New York, NY 

169 
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BH 

Purpose of Travel 

Travel Location 

Total 

Cost 

Office of 
Legislative 

Affairs 

Sural, Jeffrey 

ACCOMPANY US CBP AND HOUSE 
HOMELAND COMMITTEE MEMBERS 

AND STAFFERS ATTENDING THE 
BORDER STATIONS 

T ucson, A Z 

830 

Counternarcotics 

Uttam Dhiilon 

SWB rollout press conf. 

San Diego, CA 

422 

Counternarcotics 

Uttam Dhiilon 

The Interdiction Committee (TIC) meeting 

Key West, FL 

176 

Counternarcotics 

Terrence Andrews 

Briefings/tours w/ Royal Canadian Mounted 
Police 

Ottawa, Canada 

1,554 

Counternarcotics 

Uttam Dhiilon 

Briefings/tours w / Royal Canadian Mounted 
Police 

Ottawa, Canada 

1,494 

Counternarcotics 

Uttam Dhilton 

Prod. And Trafficking Meeting 

Cabo San Lucas, 
Mexico 

2,229 

Counternarcotics 

Terrence Andrews 

Prod, and Trafficking Meeting 

Cabo San Lucas, 
Mexico 

2,248 

Counternarcotics 

Terrence Andrews 

Cross-Border Crime Forum 

Quebec, Canada 

2,418 

Counternarcotics 

Uttam Dhiilon 

Cross-Border Crime Forum 

Quebec, Canada 

2,535 

Counternarcotics 

Uttam Dhiilon 

TIC meeting 

Ei Paso, TX 

176 

Counternarcotics 

Uttam Dhiilon 

BEST Conference 

Houston, TX 

2,104 

Counternarcotics 

Terrence Andrews 

BEST Conference 

Houston, TX 

2,225 

Counternarcotics 

Uttam Dhiilon 

SWB tours; Cleveland National Forest 

San Diego, CA; El 

Paso, TX 

854 

Quit Coast 

Brendan LaCivita 

Site Visits 

New Orleans, LA 

4,454 

Guif Coast 

Gayia Keller 

Site Visits 

New Orleans, LA 

10,667 

Gulf Coast 

Donald Powell 

Site Visits 

New Orleans, LA 

15,404 

Gulf Coast 

Kenneth Taylor 

Beery 

Site Visits 

New Orleans, LA 

3,593 

Gulf Coast 

Paul Conway 

Site Visits 

New Orleans, LA 

9,999 

Gulf Coast 

Daniel Vogel 

Site Visits 

New Orleans, LA 

20,301 

Gulf Coast 

Tara Wall 

Site Visits 

New Orleans, LA 

367 

Gulf Coast 

Douglas O'Dell 

Site Visits 

New Orleans, LA 

9,223 

Gulf Coast 

Matthew Adkins 

Site Visits 

New Orleans, LA 

6,463 

General Counsel 

Patton, Mark A. 

TO REPRESENT DHS IN NO-MATCH 
COURT CASE. 

San Francisco, CA 

415 

Genera! Counsel 

Klaassen, Mark A. 

BLANKET TRAVEL AUTHORIZATION 

FOR THE 2ND QUARTER, FY 2008 

Denver, CO 

2,500 

General Counsel 

Kiaassen, Mark A. 

BLANKET TRAVEL / MT WEATHER 

Bluemont, VA 

238 

General Counsel 

Levy, Andrew J. 

BLANKET TRAVEL / MT WEATHER 

Bluemont, VA 

256 

General Counsel 

Patton, Mark A. 

SCHWIELOWSEE SYMPOSIUM - 
SHERPA MEETING 

Berlin, GE 

1,301 

General Counsel 

Patton, Mark A. 

COURT HEARING 

Los Angeles 

608 

Office of Policy 

Baker, Stewart 

EUROPEAN TRIP WITH THE 
SECRETARY. 

Berlin, Germany 

2,231 

Off ice of Policy 

Baker, Stewart 

MEET WITH OFFICIALS IN BRUSSELS 
AND PARIS ON VWP, HLCG AND 
IMMIGRATION. ATTEND THE 

SALZBURG FORUM, VIENNA. 

Brussels, Belgium 

2,427 

Office of Policy 

Baker, Stewart 

ATTEND THE SECRETARY'S 28TH CUP 
FOOTBALL GAME . 

Kingsport, NY 

264 

Office of Policy 

Baker, Stewart 

TRAVEL W/S1 ABOARD CG01. 

London, England 

2,368 

Office of Policy 

Baker, Stewart 

ATTEND AND SPEAK AT THE 
INTERNATIONAL ASSOC. FOR CHIEFS 
OF POLICE MEETINGS. 

New Orleans, LA 

292 
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| Name of Traveler 

MUmi ' ; ' * 

. . . . . . . 

iiSpi 

Office of Policy 

Baker, Stewart 

ATTEND A MEETING W1HT THE CSOs 

OF FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS. 

New York. NY 

127 

Office of Policy 

Baker, Stewart 

RSA CONFERENCE 2008. 

San Francisco, CA 

1,729 

Office of Policy 

Baker, Stewart 

GIVING A SPEECH & MEETING WITH 
VENTURE CAPITALISTS AS A FOLLOW 
UP TO PRIOR CA TRIP. 

San Francisco, CA 

2,674 

Office of Policy 

Barth, Richard 

VISA WAIVER PROGRAM 
NEGOTIATIONS. 

Athens, Greece 

6,797 

Office of Policy 

Barth, Richard 

DHS LEADERSHIP CONFERENCE. 

Cambridge, MD 

531 

Office of Policy 

Barth, Richard 

HOMELAND SECURITY ADVISORY 
COUNCIL/ERSAC MEETING. 

Denver, Co 

1,650 

Office of Policy 

Barth, Richard 

SPEAK AT MEETING OF THE 
COMMITTEE ON SCIENTIFIC 
COMMUNICATION AND NATIONAL 
SECURITY. 

Orange County, CA 

200 

Office of Policy 

Barth, Richard 

SPEAK AT NCSL CONFERENCE; VISIT 
FUSION CENTER AND AZ DMV. 

Phoenix, AZ 

599 

Office of Policy 

Barth, Richard 

VISA WAIVER PROGRAM 
NEGOTIATIONS. 

Warsaw, Poland 

2,351 

Office of Policy 

Bullock, Albert G, 

TO ATTEND THE BORDER 

FACILITATION WORK GROUP ALONG 
WITH MEMBERS OF MEXICAN 
GOVERNMENT TO VIEW AND 

COMPARE ISSUES AT THE NORTHERN 
AND SOUTHERN BORDERS. 

Detroit, Ml 

449 

Office of Policy 

Bullock, Albert G, 

PSO OFFSITE. 

Lansdowne, VA 

267 

Office of Policy 

Bullock, Albert G. 

TOPOFF 4 CONFERENCE. 

Oakland, CA 

1,901 

Office of Policy 

Bullock, Albert G. 

ATTEND BORDER FACILITATION 
WORKGROUP MEETING FOR 
DISCUSSION WITH CANADIAN 
OFFICIALS. 

Ottawa, Canada 

1,232 

Office of Policy 

Bullock, Albert G. 

ATTEND US-MEXICO BORDER 
EFFICIENCY CONFERENCE. 

San Diego, CA 

1,475 

Office of Policy 

Bullock, Albert G. 

MEET WITH MEMBERS OF CA STATE 
STAFF AND MEXICAN GOV. OFFICIALS 
REGARDING BORDER. 

San Diego, CA 

1,484 

Office of Policy 

Haave, Carol 

REGIONAL SECURITY INITIATIVE 
MEETING. 

Delhi, India 

1,356 

Office of Policy 

Haave, Carol 

PARTICPATE IN AND SUPPORT S2 AT 
THE OAS PUBLIC SECURITY 
MINISTERIAL. 

Mexico City, 

Mexico 

490 

Office of Policy 

Haave, Carol 

MEET WITH EMBASSY STAFF AND 

GOM OFFICIALS. DISCUSS MERIDA 
INITIATIVES. 

Mexico City, 

Mexico 

1,019 

Office of Policy 

Kebodeaux, Tiffany 

RECRUITMENT. 

Austin, TX 

1,646 

Office of Policy 

Kebodeaux, Tiffany 

ATTEND MEETINGS WiTH STEWART 
BAKER TO YAHOO, GOOGLE, ETC. 

San Francisco, CA 

2,310 

Office of Policy 

Kuzmuk, Christopher 

MEET WITH THE COMMANDERS 
INTERAGENCY ENGAGEMENT GROUP 
(CIEG) AND EUCOM/AFRICOM J-5 
STRATEGIC PLANNERS TO LINK DHS 
STRATEGIC PLANNING EFFORTS WiTH 
THEIRS. 

Stuttgart, Germany 

2,748 
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Purpose of Travel 

Travel Location 


Office of Policy 

Martinez Fonts, 
Alfonso 

PANELIST/SPEAKER AT A 2007 

CRITICAL INFRASTRUCTURE 
PROTECTION CONGRESS ON 

PANDEMIC READINESS. 

San Diego, CA 

538 

Office of Policy 

Lino, Marisa 

IN SUPPORT OF DHS UNIVERSITY 
RECRUITMENT FOR THE HONORS 
FELLOW PROGRAM. 

Cambridge, MA 

443 

Office of Policy 

Mares, Jan W. 

SPEAK AND PARTICIPATE IN 
CONFERENCE FOR BUSINESS 
TRANSFORMATION AGENCY OF 
EUCOM. 

London, England 

2,093 

Office of Policy 

Martinez Fonts, 

Alfonso 

SPEAK AT THE AIG HOMELAND 
SECURITY SEMINAR/INSURANCE 
INDUSTRY EXECUTIVES MEETING 

RE: PRIVATE SECTOR ISSUES IN THE 
CHICAGO AREA. 

Boston, MA 

394 

Office of Policy 

Martinez Fonts, 

Alfonso 

ISMA 25TH ANNIVERSARY 
CONFERENCE. 

Boston, MA 

1,391 

Office of Policy 

Martinez Fonts, 

Alfonso 

MANAGEMENT OFF-SITE. 

Cambridge, MD 

433 

Office of Policy 

Martinez Fonts, 

Alfonso 

INSURANCE INDUSTRY EXECUTIVES 
MEETING/NYU TITLE IX NATIONAL 
STAKEHOLDER FORUM 
EVENT/LUNCHEON WITH NATIONAL 
LATINO LEADERS. 

Chicago, IL 

1,082 

Office of Policy 

Martinez Fonts, 

Alfonso 

TO ATTEND THE BORDER 
FACILITATION WORK GROUP. 

Detroit, Ml 

370 

Office of Policy 

Martinez Fonts, 

Alfonso 

ATTEND & GIVE INTRODUCTORY 
REMARKS FOR THE 2008 FLORENCE 
FORUM: INTERNATIONAL PUBLIC- 
PRIVATE SECTOR PREPAREDNESS 
SUMMIT ON NYU'S FLORENCE 
CAMPUS. 

Florence, Italy 

4,599 

Off ice of Policy 

Martinez Fonts, 

Alfonso 

PSO OFFSITE. 

Lansdowne, VA 

230 

Office of Policy 

Martinez Fonts, 

Alfonso 

MICROBIAL FORENSICS: ENDURING 
RESEARCH PATHWAYS 

CONFERENCE. 

Lloyd Harbor, NY 

1,312 

Office of Policy 

Martinez Fonts, 

Alfonso 

GIVE OPENING 

REMARKS/INTRODUCTIONS AT THE 
PVTSAC MEETING, WHICH WILL BE 
LOCATED AT JOINT REGIONAL 
INTELLIGENCE CENTER (JR1C) IN 
NORWALK, CA. IN ADDITION, 

MEETING W BENS LA. 

Los Angeles, CA 

929 

Office of Policy 

Martinez Fonts, 

Alfonso 

GUEST SPEAKER AT LONG ISLAND 
SOUND AREA MARITIME SECURITY 
COMMITTEE. 

New London, CT 

465 

Office of Policy 

Martinez Fonts, 

Alfonso 

TO ATTEND A MEETING WITH THE 
CSO'S AND CIO'S OF FINANCIAL 
INSTITUTIONS. 

New York, NY 

68 

Office of Policy 

Martinez Fonts, 

Alfonso 

ATTEND AN ISMA EVENT ON TITLE IX 
AT NY UNIVERSITY. 

New York, NY 

143 
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Martinez Fonts, 

Alfonso 

ATTEND THE HOMELAND SECURITY 
TASK FORCE MEETING WITH THE US 
CHAMBER HOMELAND TASK FORCE 
MEMBERS. SECURITY TOUR OF 
DISNEY. 

Orlando, FL 

1,291 

Office of Policy 

Martinez Fonts, 

Alfonso 

TRAVEL WITH CHAD SWEET FOR A 
LUNCHEON AND MEETING WITH THE 
CHAMBER OF COMMERCE. 

San Antonio, TX 

561 

Office of Policy 

Martinez Fonts, 

Alfonso 

2008 FSTC ANNUAL CONFERENCE. 
SPEAKER ON PANEL FOR POST 9/1 1 
LEGISLATION. 

San Francisco, CA 

1,381 

Office of Policy 

Martinez Fonts, 

Alfonso 

DELIVER REMARKS AT THE 

AMERICAN RED CROSS/ANHEUSER- 
BUSCH EVENT ON A BUSINESS 
PREPAREDNESS INITIATIVE. 

St. Louis, MO 

1,168 

Office of Policy 

Martinez Fonts, 

Alfonso 

ARIZONA BANKERS ASSOC. EVENT. 

Tucson, A Z 

235 

Office of Policy 

Martinez Fonts, 

Alfonso 

PARTICIPATE AND DO 

PRESENTATION AT HOMELAND 
SECURITY INFORMATION SHARING 
SESSION ROUNDTABLEAT THE 

PACIFIC NORTHWEST ECONOMIC 
REGION ANNUAL SUMMIT. 

Vancouver, British 
Columbia 

1,895 

Office of Policy 

Plehal, James B. 

PSO OFFSITE. 

Lansdowne, VA 

264 

Office of Policy 

Rosenzweig, Paul 

PREPARE FOR G-6 MEETINGS. 

Berlin, Germany 

2,266 

Office of Policy 

Rosenzweig, Paul 

MEET WITH OFFICIALS FOR 

GENERAL AVIATION PRECLEARANCE 
DISCUSSIONS. 

Bermuda 

979 

Office of Policy 

Rosenzweig, Paul 

TO ATTEND THE PHYSICAL 

SECURITY CURRICULUM 
DEVELOPMENT MEETING. 

Cambridge, MD 

400 

Office of Policy 

Rosenzweig, Paul 

SPEAK AT THE UNIVERSITY OF 
CHICAGO RE: TERRORISM AND 
SCREENING. 

Chicago, IL 

742 

Office of Policy 

Rosenzweig, Paul 

MEET WITH IRISH, POLISH, GERMAN, 
AND JORDANIAN OFFICIALS. MEET 
WITH AMBASSADORS TO NEAR AND 
MIDDLE EAST. 

Dublin, Ireland 

3,204 

Office of Policy 

Rosenzweig, Paul 

MEET WITH IRISH OFFICIALS TO 
DISCUSS AVIATION PRECLERANCE. 

Dublin, Ireland 

3,535 

Office of Policy 

Rosenzweig, Paul 

JOINT CONTACT GROUP (JCG). 

London, England 

2,020 

Office of Policy 

Rosenzweig, Paul 

NATIONAL LEVEL EXERCISE FOR 
EAGLE HORIZON 8. 

Mt. Weather, VA 

74 

Office of Policy 

Rosenzweig, Paul 

MEET WITH OFFICIALS FOR 

GENERAL AVIATION PRECLERANCE 
DISCUSSIONS. 

Nassau, Bahamas 

1,337 

Office of Policy 

Rosenzweig, Paul 

TRAVEL W/S2 TO ATTEND MEETINGS 
W/M1NISTER HURTIBESE. 

Ottawa, Canada 

339 

Office of Policy 

Rosenzweig, Paul 

US/CANADA JOINT CRIME FIGHTING 
FORUM. COOPERATION, 
INTEROPERABILITY. BORDER 
ENFORCEMENT. DRUGS AND 
ORGANIZED CRIME. 

Ottawa, Canada 

385 

Office of Policy 

Rosenzweig, Paul 

ATTEND G6 MEETINGS W/THE 
SECRETARY. 

Rhie/Munchen, 

Germany 

425 
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Purpose of Trrovri 


fpgfii 
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Rosenzweig, Paul 

SPEAKER AT THE 2008 NATIONAL 
SECURITY MANAGEMENT COURSE 
"LOOKING BEYONE THE HORIZON", 

Syracuse. NY 

960 

Office of Policy 

Salerno, Adam 

E-VERIFY PUBLIC OUTREACH 

EVENT. 

Atlanta, GA 

970 

Office of Policy 

Salerno, Adam 

TRIP OF SI. 

Houston & 

Beaumont, TX 

1,410 

Office of Policy 

Salerno, Adam 

PREPARE PILOT FOR CRP & SI 
GLOBAL ENTRY. 

Houston, TX 

1,367 

Office of Policy 

Salerno, Adam 

PSO OFFSITE. 

Lansdowne, VA 

230 

Office of Policy 

Salerno, Adam 

NATIONAL BUSINESS TRAVELERS 
ASSOCIATION NATIONAL EVENT. 

Los Angeles, CA 

1,678 

Office of Policy 

Salerno, Adam 

TOUR OF THE FL FUSION CENTER 

AND THE WALT DISNEY WORLD 
SECURITY RESPONSE CENTER. 

Orlando, FL 

703 

Office of Policy 

Stern, Jeffrey 

ATTEND THE ERSAC & SLSAC 
MEETING IN ATLANTA THEN MEET 
WITH HSAC MEMBER MAYOR 
MCCRORY IN CHARLOTTE. 

Atlanta, GA 

1,091 

Office of Policy 

Stern, Jeffrey 

ATTEND FEMA NAC MEETING AND 
MEET WITH RELEVANT HSAC 
MEMBERS LIVING THERE. 

Chicago, IL 

1,951 

Office of Policy 

Stern, Jeffrey 

MEET WITH NEW HSAC MEMBER 

AND NSTAC CHAIR FOR HSAC 
BRIEFING AND MEETINGS WITH 
COLORADO HSAC AND 
SUBCOMMITTEE MEMBERS THEN 

THE SAME IN DALLAS AND HOUSTON. 

Dallas, TX 

3,593 

Office of Policy 

Stern, Jeffrey 

ATTEND ERSAC MEETING; NORAD 
VISIT; INTERNATIONAL FIRE CHIEFS 
CONF. 

Denver, Co 

2,824 

Office of Policy 

Stern, Jeffrey 

TRIP OF SI. 

Indianapolis, IN 

898 

Office of Policy 

Stern, Jeffrey 

URBAN AREA SECURITY INIATIVE 
TRAINING AND BRIEFING. 

Jerusalem, Israel 

5,499 

Office of Policy 

Stern, Jeffrey 

LECTURE, VISIT TO HSAC MEMBERS 
AND TRAINING AT FUSION CENTERS. 

Maine 

1,967 

Office of Policy 

Stern, Jeffrey 

ATTEND ERSAC MEETING; NORAD 
VISIT; INTERNATIONAL FIRE CHIEFS 
CONF. 

Pittsburg, PA 

804 

Office of Policy 

Stern, Jeffrey 

ATTEND THE SAN FRANCISCO 

FUSION CENTER CONFERENCE. 
OFFICIAL HSAC MEMBERS 

MEETINGS. ATTEND PVTSAC 
MEETING. SITE VISIT IN DENVER. 

San Francisco, CA 

3,322 

Office of Policy 

Stoltz, Candace H. 

ATTEND HSAC STATE & LOCAL 
ADVISORY COMMITTEE MEETING. 

Atlanta, GA 

623 

Office of Policy 

Stoltz, Candace H. 

ASSIST IN FEMA RECOVERY 

EFFORTS. 

Austin, TX 

2,480 

Office of Policy 

Stoltz, Candace H. 

MEETING WITH HOMELAND 

SECURITY ADVISORY COUNCIL 
MEMBERS. 

Dallas, TX 

1,199 

Office of Policy 

Stoltz, Candace H. 

HSAC SAC MEETING WITH TOURS 

OF NORTHCOM AND DENVER EOC. 

Denver, Co 

1,037 

Office of Policy 

Stoltz, Candace H. 

ATTEND THE HSAC ADMINISTRATION 
TRANSITION TASK FORCE 

COMMITTEE MEETING. 

Miami, FL 

256 
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HESS* 

Office of Policy 

Stoltz, Candace H. 

AT I END PRIVATE SECTOR SENIOR 
ADVISORY COMMITTEE MEETING. 

Orange County, CA 

845 

Office of Policy 

Stoitz, Candace H. 

ATTEND THE 2008 NATIONAL FUSION 
CENTER CONFERENCE. 

San Francisco, CA 

1,319 

Office of Policy 

Timofeyev, Igor 

SPEAK AT THE 2008 NATIONAL 
SECURITY LAW CONFERENCE. 

Chicago, !L 

586 

Office of Policy 

Timofeyev, Igor 

MEET WITH CNMI OFFICIALS ON 
IMMIGRATION POLICIES. 

Guam 

2,094 

Office of Policy 

Timofeyev. Igor 

DHS/CIS CONFERENCE. 

Munich, Germany 

1,607 

Office of Policy 

Timofeyev, Igor 

HIAS CONFERENCE. 

Northampton, MA 

266 

Office of Policy 

Timofeyev, Igor 

US-CANADA VISA POLICY WORKING 
GROUP. 

Ottawa, Canada 

456 

Office of Policy 

Timofeyev, Igor 

TO ATTEND G8 LYON-ROMA 

WORKING GROUP. 

Tokyo, Japan 

2,649 

Office of Policy 

Timofeyev, Igor 

PARTICIPATE IN A MEETING OF THE 
G8 LYON-ROMA ANTICRIME AND 
TERRORISM WORKING GROUP. 

Tokyo, Japan 

2,867 

Office of Policy 

Vogt, Lisa 

ATTENDING A CONFERENCE ON 
HUMAN TRAFFICKING. 

Vienna, Austria 

3,066 

Totals 




991,376 


Requested information for USM, OCFO and OCIO are all contained in the following table. 
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sets 


IllHi 

Eiaine Duke 

Attend the Professional Services Council Conference 
to give speech with other procurement specialists in 
the business and Government sectors. 

Farminqton, PA 

S 

123.34 

Immediate Office 

Elaine Duke 


Local T ravel 

5 

50.00 

immediate Office 

Eiaine Duke 

Program Site Visit 

El Paso, TX 


731.40 

immediate Office 

Eiaine Duke 


Cambridge, MD 

$ 

442 56' 

immediate Office 

Elaine Duke 

Parking for Local Meeting 

Parking 

$ 

20.00 

immediate Office 

Eiaine Duke 


Savannah, GA 

s 

936 43 

Immediate Office 

Eiaine Duke 

Visit to ISC Portsmouth 

Portsmouth, VA 

$ 

1 94 72 

immediate Office 

Eiaine Riqas 

HSAC Transition Meeting with the Task Force 

Miami, FL 


283.48 

immediate Office 

Eiaine Riqas 

internship Career Fair / DHS Recruiting 

Boston, MA 

s 

500,00 

immediate Office 

Elaine Rigas 

DHS Leadership Conference 

Cambridge, MD 

$ 

: 676 09 

immediate Office 

Eiaine Rigas 

Taxi Cab to Local Meeting 

Local T ravel 

$ 

00 00 

immediate Office 

Elaine Riqas 

iRMCO Conference 

Cambridge, MA 

$ 

350 00 

Immediate Office 

Eiaine Riqas 

FLETC Conference 

Savannah, GA 

$ 

1.076143; 

immediate Office 

Eiaine Riqas 


Local Travel 

$ 

78 00 

immediate Office 

Scott Krause 

Site Visit 

San Diego, CA 


384.80 

immediate Office 

Scott Krause 

DHS Leadership Conference 

Cambridqe, MD 

$ • 

678.62 

immediate Office 

Scott Krause 

COOP Site Visit 

Emmitsburg, MD 

$ m. 

44.47 

immediate Office 

Scott Krause 

Mt. Weather Exercise 

Mt. Weather, VA 

£ 

174 51 

Immediate Office 

Scott Krause 

AGA Professional Development Conference and 
Exposition 

Atlanta, GA 

$ 

735.00 

OCAO 

N/A 



• v-\ .,;7; 

OCHCO 

Thomas Cairns 

E-recruitment meeting with JP Morgan 

»?!TYrnrrrji ■ m 



OCHCO 

Thomas Cairns 

Informational Meeting on IHOP 


s» 

■BBS 

OCHCO 

Thomas Cairns 

Familiarization with the full spectrum of the Office of 
Field Operations and the Office of Border Protection 
activities and responsibilities in Nogales, AZ 

Tucson, AZ 

1 

m 

OCHCO 

Marta Perez 

Attend the Administration Transition Task Force 
Meeting 

Miami, FL 

& 

815.56 

OCHCO 


Attend Worker's Compensation Conference 

Chicago, IL 

3 


OCPO 





ocso 

N/A 




OCFO 

David Norquist 

CFO Roadshow Presentation 

Norfolk, VA 

ESI 


OCFO 

David No/quist 

DHS CFO Conference 


$ 

213.84 

OCFO 

David Norquist 

DHS Leadership Conference 

Cambridge, MD 

S 

444.98 

OCFO 

David Norquist 

Fifth Annual Financial Management Conference 

Philadelphia, PA 

$ 

792.95 

OCFO 

David Norquist 

Local T ravel 


$ 

59.17 

OCFO 

David Norquist 

Speak at the Office of Finance-Budget & Financial Ops 
USCG District 7 


s 

1,153 20 

OCFO 

David Norquist 

ASMC PDI 2008 

Orlando, FL 

s 

996.51 

OCFO 


ICE Site Visit- Finance Centei 

Danas, TX 

5 

881.45 

OCFO 

David Norquist 

AGA Annual Professional Development Conference & 
Exposition 

Atlanta. GA 

S 

938.84 

OCFO 

David Norquist 

CBP Site Visit- Finance Center 

Indianapolis. IN 

S 

59.99 

OCFO 

David Norquist 

Speak at the AGA Internal Control & Fraud Convention 

Phoenix, AZ 

m 

1.161.55 

OCSO 

Richard Mangogna 

COOP Relocation Exercise 

Mt. Weather, VA 

* 

243.81 

OCiO 

— 

Attend OCIO Senior Leadership Conference 

Cambridge. MD 

OSS 

JBE3XER 

OCiO 

isnHssaai 

Attend 2008 DHS Security Conference 

Baltimore, MD 

EHH 

BffiEEEa 



* 

18,916.76 


QUESTION: For the Immediate Office of the Secretary and the Immediate Office of the Deputy Secretary, 
please identify how much funding is in the base for the costs to reimburse other government entities for the use 
of their own planes for travel by the Secretary and Deputy Secretary. Please identify the assumptions behind 
the dollar figures for fiscal year 2008, and anticipated for 2009 and 2010. 

Answer: The Immediate Office of the Secretary has $907,000 in the base for travel in FY 2008 and FY 2009; 
these funds are for costs associated with aircraft usage (including costs to reimburse other government entities 
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for the use of their planes), personnel travel orders, and reimbursement to the State Department for costs 
associated with international travel. The relative amount of funds spent between these activities varies based on 
the mix of foreign versus domestic travel; the more international travel, the higher the reimbursement costs are 
to the State Department, whereas less foreign travel leaves more funding available for aircraft fees for domestic 
trips. The Immediate Office of the Deputy Secretary has $79,000 in the base for travel in FY 2008 and FY 
2009 and operates under the same circumstances as the Immediate Office of the Secretary, whereby the amount 
of funds available- for reimbursement for planes costs varies on the amount of foreign and domestic trips. 

In FY 2008, the Immediate Office of the Secretary reimbursed $747,000 for usage of government aircraft and 
the Immediate Office of the Deputy Secretary reimbursed $203,000 for usage of government aircraft. Please 
note that this is only a portion of the total actual costs of the planes. The practice for FY 2008 and FY 2009 has 
been to divide the total charges for the government aircraft by the number of travelers in the Secretary/Deputy 
Secretary’s party and allocate those costs proportionally to the Components travelling with the 
Secretary/Deputy Secretary, For example, if the Secretary is accompanied on a flight with a total cost of 
$20,000 by the Chief of Staff for Operations, the Assistant Secretary for Public Affairs, and the Assistant 
Secretary for Policy, then the Office of the Secretary, Office of tire Chief of Staff, Office of Policy and Office of 
Public Affairs each would be charged $5,000 for the trip. 

For ease of accounting, Components transferred their portion of funds from traveling with the Secretary — based 
on FY 2008 first quarter travel patterns — to the Immediate Office of the Secretary in the FY 2010 President’s 1 
Request. The projection results in a proposed figure for transfer of $1,278,000. When the funds have been 
consolidated, all die charges for use of the government aircraft will be paid from the Immediate Office of the 
Secretary’s account - the Components will no longer be charged. The FY 2010 total travel request for the 
Immediate Office of the Secretary is $2,185,000. 

The FY 2010 total travel request for the Immediate Office of the Deputy Secretary is $449,000. This request 
includes a transfer of $370,000. 
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QUESTION: Please provide for the record a list of all OSEM, USM, CIO and CFO contracts, grants and other 
transactions where work is performed outside of the United States. Organize by contractor, purpose, dollar 
award, full performance value, as well as contract start and end date. 


Answer: NetCentric Technologies, Inc., listed in the following table, is the only contract for which work is 
performed outside the United States in support of the CIO; there were no such contracts awarded for OSEM, 
USM and CFO. There were no grants for work performed outside of the United States that were awarded for 
OSEM, USM, CIO and CFO. Please note that Other Transactions are only issued on behalf of S&T — the 
authority does not extend to the organizations listed in the QFR. 


ff; 


■ 

FULL 

PERFORMANCE 
VALUE ; 

CONTRACT 

START 

DATE 

CONTRACT 
END DATE 

PLACE OF 
PERFORMANCE | 
COUNTRY 

NetCentric 

Technologies. 

Inc. 

... 

Acquisition for 
software that enables 
Section 508 
accessibility for PDF 
documents 

$73,940 

$73,940 

6/4/2006 

6/22/2007 

CANADA 


Working Capital Fund 


QUESTION: Please provide a table that shows all initiatives funded by the Department’s working capital fund 
(WCF) in fiscal years 2007 and 2008, and those that are planned in fiscal years 2009 and 2010. 


Answer: See the following table. 
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FY 2007 - FY 2010 WCF Activities 

(Dollars in Thousands) 


Activity Name 

FY 2007 Actual 

. 

FY 2008 Actual 

FY 2009 Enacted 

FY 2010 Re quest 

F&e 1drSehrtceA^i»itV:SN;^v;ivN::V?Ai*;:« 





GSA RENT 

35.996 

40,299 

65.957 

75.606 

FEOLINK/fLibrary of Congress) 

9.142 

10,869 

11,085 

11,203 

Financial Management (Finance & Acctg Shared Services) 

26.872 

29,1 76 

26,413 

30,085 

Financial Statement Audit 

1 3,01 1 

13.212 

14,591 

15.552 

internal Contra! Audit 

828 

1.129 

2,223 

4,935 

Financial Management (OFO) 

4,034 

3.338 

4,170 

4,267 

Bankcard Program 

509 

52/ 

532 

532 

TIER 

536 

HHZ-H 

708 

722 

NFC Payroll Services & Report! no 

31.098 

HHHHE5ZE] 

32,344 

36,461 

HQ Human Capital 

7,227 

mmmmmu 

8.825 

14,324 

HCES/Payrotl Service Ods 

5,335 


7,618 

7.809 

Flexible Spending Plan 

1.040 


1,600 

2,128 

DHS Executive Leadership Deveiopment'Secretary’s Leadership Conference 

620 


992 

973 

HQ Executive Leadership Development 

431 


300 

306' 

Employee Assistance Program 

47 

HHEI3 

60 

61 

CIO/OHS infrastructure Transf Pgm 

49,790 

MHHW 'If 1 1 1 

51 ,602 

52,649 

NCR Infrastructure Operations 

103,171 

HHHHE3ESI3 

113.868 

121,315 

Software Enterprise Licenses - Microsoft 

24.393 

HI HEEKEEi 

21,658 

46.474 

SMARTCARD 





Procurement Operations 

34,179 


47.016 

48,131 

Board of Contract Appeals 


- 



Data Center Consolidation 


- 


200,000 

Sub-Total 

348.2S8 


411,560 

673,533 

Tri-Bureau Service Activity 





Tri-Bureau Human Resources Shared Services 

21.999 

■H HKSs-S 

22,831 


)T Services from DOJ 

36,177 

■HHHEsani 

37,230 

37,977 

Sub-Tote! 

58,176 

H KSO 

60,060 

37,977 

G over nment- w Ide Mandated Service Activity 





Inieragency Council Funding 

566 

hhhhhesi 

l K9 

600 

Recruitment One-Stop 

HHBK1 


si&if l* ^vHKKO 


e-Training 

2.285 

5.701 

13,318 

13,721 

Enterprise HR Integration 

v ■■■E3EEE1 

2,724 

3.689 

3,763 



435 


110 


,-g- ^H-51 

735 

HHHKI 

765 


HKj 

0 

567 

578 



hhhm 


525 


mi 

596 1 

607 

620 

«• Authentication 

m ■hhe^i 

hh 


66 


. - N V- n ; ME3 

261 

261 

266 


• HKEH 

134 

379 

MMHKQI 


HMHHE3I 

143 

143 

m wKm 

Geospatial Line of Business 



64 

HI IHEIII 

it infrastructure Line of Business 



160 

320 

Budget Formulation and Execution LoB 



95 

97 

IAE Loans & Giants 


190 


192 

e-qov. Integrated Acquisition Environment 

1.018 

1,733 

2,271 

1,680 

e-gov. Disaster Management (DisasterHelp.gov) 

12.197 

12,270 

12,270 

12,515 

Sub-Total 

24.680 

26,578 

37,093 

37,747 

DHS Crosscutting Activity 




: : 

Capital Planning and Investment Control (CPIC) 

4.319 

5.193 

5,297 

7,697 

Ready Campaign (Readv.gov) 

580 

619 

631 

644 

Strategic Sourcing 

2.625 

2,566 

2,728 

2,755 

CPO Shared Reporting 

620 

4.400 

4,724 

5.267 

Sub-Total 

8,144 

12,778 

13,380 

16,363 

Working Capital Fund Operations 

943 


1,280 

. .1,316 

Sub-Total 

943 

901 

1,280 

1,316 






Grand Totals 

$ 440,200 

$ 462,937 

$ ■ 523,373 

$ 768,936t 
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QUESTION: Please provide a summary chart identifying each DHS agency and the total amount that each 
agency will be paying into the WCF in fiscal years 2009 and 2010. 


Answer: See the following table. 


United States Department of Homeland Security 

Office of the Chief Financial Officer 

Working Capital Fund Customer Assessments 

HHHHI - MsidsafiiMiaiii 

FY 2009 Enacted 

FY 201 0 Request 


46,759,073 

92,968,606 



9,146,597 

U.S. immigration & Customs Enforcement 

$ in— r ' TiT'nmri 

78,073,055 

Transportation Security Administration 

37,438,9131 

63,198,129 



34,097,518 

National Protection and Program Directorate 


66,478,691 

Office of Health Affairs 

9,350,579' 

7,239,923 

Operations Coordination and Intel & Analysis 


42,007.686 

Office of the inspector General 

2,677,018 

751,492 

Science & technology Directorate 

35.504,627 


Domestic Nuclear Detection Office 

12,275,669 


U.S. Coast Guard 

25,359,484 


U.S. Citizenship & Immigration Services 

46.411.738 

52,825,481 

U.S. Secret Service 

5.846.457 

6,539,281 

NPPD - U.S. Visit 

9,917,330 

15,887,728 


45,069,904 

48,480,146 

MGT - Chief Financial Officer 

6,218,445 

6,899,187 

MGT - Chief Information Officer 

47,961,227 

106,971,006 

Offices of the Secretary & Executive Management 

20.579,451 

26,360,695 

. Total 

$523,372,708 

F“~~ -■ ■. ■ 


Reception and Representation 

QUESTION: Please provide a summary chart by DHS agency that shows the amount of reception and 
representation expenses provided in fiscal years 2008 and 2009 and requested in fiscal year 2010. 

Answer: Please see the following table. 



FY 2008 1 FY 2009 

Amount ($) Amount {$) 

FY 2010 

Request {$) : 

OSF.M 

40,000 

60.000 

60.000 

ISM 

3.000 

3.000 

3.000 

A&O 

5. OCX) 

5,000 

5,000 

CEP 

45,000 

45.000 

45 .000 

ICE 

15,000 

15,000 

15,000 

ISA 

10,000 

10,000 

10,000 

USCG 

20,000 

20.000 

20, OCX) 

usss 

25,000 

25.000 

25, OCX) 

NPPD 

5,000 

5, (XX) 

5.000 

OHA 

3,000 

3,000 

3, (XX) 
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FY 2008 

FY 2009 

FY 2010 

Component 

Amount ($) 

Amount ($) 

. ■ I Lr . 1 . V 

ri:.MA 

3.000 

3,000 

3,000 

11. ETC 

12.000 

12.000 

3.2,000 

USCIS 

10.000 

10.000 

1 0,()(K) 

S&T 

10,000 

10,000 

30,000 

DNDO 

3,000 

3.000 

3,000 

Totals 

209,000 

229,000 

229,000 


QUESTION; Please provide a table showing the amount each agency spent in 2008 for reception and 
representation, and how much funding has been obligated to date in 2009 for reception and representation. 


Answer; Please see the following table. 



FY 2008 
Amount ($) 

FY 2008 
Obligations ($) 

FY 2009 
Amount ($) 

— 1 KMBiliM 1 

lPpi|P ' 

OSHM 

40.000 

39.329 

60.000 

27.288 

USM 

3,000 

0 

3,000 

0 

A&O 

5.000 

2.952 

5,000 

851 

CBP 

45.000 

44,542 

45.000 

22.843 

ICE 

15,000 

12,800 

15,000 

2,957 

TvSA 

10,000 

7,724 

10,000 

8,296 

USCG 

20.000 

19.950 

20,000 

6,827 

USSS 

25,000 

22,171 

25,000 

16,043 

NPPD 

5,000 

2.448 

5.000 

907 

OHA 

3,000 

2.040 

3.000 

0 

FEMA 

3.000 

1.258 

3.000 

1,000 

FLETC 

12,000 

J 1.596 

.12.000 

1,659 

USCIS 

10.000 

1.952 

10,000 

5.268 

S&T 

10.000 

10.000 

10,000 

10,000 

.DNDO 

3.000 

1.168 

3.000 

0 

Totals 

209.000 

179.930 

229.000 

103,939 
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QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD SUBMITTED BY 
THE HONORABLE NIT A LOWEY 

Secretary Napolitano 

Department of Homeland Security: Secretary 


Interoperability 

QUESTION: At your confirmation hearing, you stated that Arizona’s key obstacle to interoperability was 
funding. Your budget request funds the Interoperable Emergency Communications Grant Program at $50 
million. Why is the FY10 request so far below the $400 million authorized level? 

Answer: When it developed the Fiscal Year 2010 grants budget, the Department looked at a number of 
factors. In the case of the Interoperable Emergency Communications Grant Program (IECGP), one of the 
considerations was that the IECGP funding priorities to date have focused on capabilities such as enhancing 
governance, planning and training and exercises, rather than supporting equipment purchases. Such equipment 
support is available and allowable under the majority of other grant programs administered by the Federal 
Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). In light of the current focus of the IECGP within the broader range 
of all FEMA grant programs, the Department feels that $50 million is an appropriate funding request that would 
adequately support the current program priorities. This represents an increase of $50 million from the FY 2009 
funding request. 


QUESTION: To give more prominence to first responder communications, would you support elevating the 
Office of Emergency Communications to make the director of the office an Assistant Secretary? 

Answer: We fully agree with you on the importance of improving the communications capabilities of our 
Nation’s first responders. While we continually assess the roles and responsibilities of the Department of 
Homeland Security components, we believe the current structure of the Office of Emergency Communications 
is appropriate for its mission. 


Aviation Security 


QUESTION: Last year, this committee provided TSA with the resources to conduct a successful pilot program 
screening employees with access to secure and sterile areas of airports. Given that the pilot program did not 
impact airport operations, as I was told repeatedly that it would, why does the budget not request funding to 
expand the program or move toward full implementation of employee screening at our airports? 

Answer: The Transportation Security Administration (TSA) believes that physical screening of employees is a 
critical component of the airport security solution. TSA is focused on security solutions that address all of the 
vulnerabilities associated with airport operations. Security solutions are created by significantly enhancing 
layers of security which complement each other. A report on this issue was delivered on July 7, 2009, to the 
House and Senate Subcommittee on Homeland Security on the Committees on Appropriations. However, an 
independent analysis of TSA’s airport worker screening pilot verified that 100-percent worker screening did not 
yield statistically significant detection of prohibited items and, from a risk and cost perspective, would not be an 
effective use of resources. 


83 





159 


While physical employee screening plays an important role in airport security, it is one element of the larger 
layered security strategy. TSA recommends comprehensive security solutions that offer greater operational 
flexibility and increased deterrence/detection capability. 


First Responder Grants 

QUESTION: The Department has discretion to determine the number of awardees for the Urban Areas 
Security Initiative program, the only program dedicated to high-risk cities. When the program started there 
were seven recipients. It has since ballooned to 60. I know that the FY09 award process is well underway, but 
in future years what actions will you take to ensure that UASI is only awarded to high-risk areas? 

Answer: The Department understands the importance of using the monies appropriated to the Urban Areas 
Security Initiative (UASI) grant for those unique, high-threat areas. As such, we have developed a risk 
methodology over the last several years that take into account threat, vulnerability and consequence. Each year, 
the Secretary reviews the list of eligible UASI cities and selects those cities that accurately reflect the 
Department’s view of risk across the nation. DHS remains committed to ensuring that any city on the UASI list 
represents a high-risk area. 


QUESTION: When allocating first responder grants, the Department uses a risk formula that weighs the threat 
of an attack at 20% of the total risk score and the combined consequence and vulnerability at 80% of the total 
risk score. Do you believe FEMA should continue to use a risk score that minimizes the actual threat of an 
attack? 

Answer: Given the uncertainty of the risk across the nation, the Department has previously used a threat 
variable of 20 percent for the allocation of grants within selected programs. However, each year, the 
Department re-evaluates the weighting of all variables within the risk-based allocation formulas to determine 
whether they sufficiently reflect the Department’s understanding of risk. FEMA’s Grant Programs Directorate 
will be the lead for this activity throughout the summer and will provide recommendations to DHS leadership 
for the FY 2010 cycle. 


Cvberseeurity 

QUESTION: The Multi-State Information Sharing and Analysis Center has played an important role in helping 
the Department address state and local government cyber postures. What activities will the National 
Cybersecurity Division initiate in FY10 to continue securing state and local networks? 

Answer: The Department of Homeland Security’s National Cyber Security Division (NCSD) serves as the 
national focal point for securing cyber space and the Nation’s cyber assets. NCSD collaborates with state, local 
and tribal governments to advance its cybersecurity mission. Recognizing the important role of state and local 
government, NCSD seeks opportunities for engagement with respect to cyber risk management and operational 
response. NCSD provides information, technical assistance, tools, training and site assessments for critical 
infrastructure. In FY 2010, NCSD will continue a number of ongoing initiatives with its state and local 
partners. It also intends to undertake new activities. 

In FY 2010, NCSD will develop, plan and conduct exercises with sState, regional, sector and federal partners, 
including the Cyber Storm national exercise. NCSD will also continue engagement with the Multi-State 
Information Sharing and Analysis Center (MS-ISAC) and the National Association of State Chief Information 
Officers as partners. 
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The MS-ISAC is a collaborative organization with participation from all 50 states, the District of Columbia, 
local governments and ITS. territories. The mission of the MS-ISAC is to provide a common mechanism for 
raising the level of cybersecurity readiness and response in each state, with local governments and with the 
territories. Membership consists of state and local Chief Information Security Officers and other Information 
Technology leadership. In FY 2010, NCSD intends to continue providing funding to support the MS-ISAC’s 
outreach and awareness efforts, as well as operations. Some of these activities include, but are not limited to, 
monthly meetings, webinars and annual meetings. NCSD also provides an information-sharing portal for the 
MS-ISAC. 

In connection with the Comprehensive National Cybersecurity Initiative’s Project 12 report, “Improving 
Protection of Privately Owned Critical Network Infrastructure Through Public-Private Partnerships,” NCSD is 
working with the Department’s Office of Intelligence and Analysis (I&A) to provide cleared Critical 
Infrastructure and Key Resources (CIKR) partners access to secure video teleconference and secure telephone 
equipment capabilities resident within government facilities (i.e., Secret Service, the Federal Bureau of 
Investigation and state and local fusion centers) that are located near the CIKR partners. This will permit 
remote participation in threat and vulnerability briefings and discussions while mitigating technical and 
financial barriers to threat information sharing and collaborative risk analysis with these partners. NCSD and 
I&A will explore expanding this opportunity to state and local cybersecurity officials. 

Also in connection with the Project 12 report’s recommendations, NCSD is exploring the feasibility of 
providing state governments with federally developed cybersecurity technology. NCSD intends to expand this 
feasibility analysis in FY 2010. 
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QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD SUBMITTED BY 

THE HONORABLE LUCILLE ROYBAL-ALLARD 

Secretary Napolitano 

Department of Homeland Security: Secretary 

Detention Standards 


QUESTION: The New York Times has recently reported on a spate of preventable deaths at detention eenters 
that occurred because prison authorities ignored detainees when they pleaded for medical assistance. Equally 
troubling is the 2005 case of a Pakistani immigrant who passed away in ICE custody but was never mentioned 
in the agency’s records. 

In light of these and other incidents, what steps is the Department considering to better enforce its detention 
standards and to improve oversight of detention centers — especially of the contract facilities where the majority 
of detainees are held? 

Answer: On January 30, 2009, 1 issued an action directive requiring a full review of the immigration detention 
system. Next, on February 4, 2009, 1 appointed Dr. Dora Schriro as my Senior Advisor on detention issues. 

She is studying the growth in immigration detention over the last few years. I look forward to the results of 
these reviews, and I am committed to ensuring that individuals detained by U.S. Immigration and Customs 
Enforcement (ICE) are detained in a safe and humane environment. 

While this review is completed, ICE continues to put processes in place which improve facility oversight. In 
September 2008, ICE’s Office of Detention and Removal Operations (DRO) released Performance Based 
National Detention Standards (PBNDS). The PBNDS are being phased in gradually for all detention facilities 
over the next 12-18 months. The publication of these enhanced standards, which target results or outcomes, 
will enhance the detention oversight process. 

To ensure compliance with ICE detention standards, ICE contracted with the Nakamoto Group, a third-party 
contract vendor, to conduct full-time on-site compliance monitoring at its 35 largest detention facilities. This 
on-site monitoring program is intended to identify and correct instances of non-compliance with detention 
standards, prior to detection via annual inspections. ICE is seeking to expand its independent on-site 
compliance monitoring program by increasing the 35 full-time, on-site compliance monitors to 40. ICE is also 
adding monthly on-site reviews for 60 additional facilities and adding 75 sites for quarterly inspection. 

ICE also contracted with MGT of America, another independent vendor, to conduct comprehensive annual 
inspections of detention facilities utilized by ICE. Historically, this task was assigned as a collateral duty to 
officers of the former Immigration and Naturalization Service (INS). ICE, however, contracted with a private 
firm to ensure each review is carefully and thoroughly completed. 

To address specific allegations of violations or other misconduct, ICE created a team of trained agents and 
officers from its Office of Professional Responsibility (OPR), Detention Facility Inspection Group (DFIG) to 
conduct random follow-up inspections, focused reviews and investigations of incidents at ICE detention 
facilities. Additionally, outside groups, detainees, attorneys and others are all welcome to provide, and have 
provided, information that triggers a DRO and/or DFIG inspection or investigation of a facility. ICE takes these 
allegations seriously and fully investigates all claims of non-compliance with detention standards. 
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ICE places particular importance on the healthcare provided to its detainees. In fact, in FY 2009, Congress 
provided ICE OPR with $2 million to study detainee health care. This review is ongoing. To ensure quality 
health care is delivered to ICE detainees, the Division of Immigration Health Services (DIHS) worked closely 
on the revised medical detention standard contained in the PBNDS. This revised standard is designed to more 
carefully monitor how all ICE detainees receive healthcare regardless of whether they are in an ICE-owned, 
contract, or other government agency-operated facility. To monitor compliance with the PBNDS healthcare 
standard, ICE field offices conduct random reviews of detainee medical records to ensure compliance with this 
critical detention standard. 


Funding of Detention Beds in State and Local 287(g) program 

QUESTION: In the Department’s budget pertaining to the State and Local 287(g) program, it has requested 
S3. 241 million to fund detention bed space for an estimated 550 additional detained immigrants. 

Why is DHS separating its funding for detention beds for 287(g) State/Local enforcement efforts from its 
funding for other detention bed space? How, if at all, will these detainees be treated differently from other 
detained populations? 

Answer: The Congressional Justification that accompanied the release of the President’s Fiscal Year (FY) 
2010 Budget Request for the Department of Homeland Security’s (DHS’s) Immigration and Customs 
Enforcement (ICE) includes a misstatement. The language on page 47 of the Salaries and Expenses program 
increase section of the Office of State and Local Coordination erroneously states that “$3,241 million will fund 
detention bed space for an estimated additional 550 detained aliens.” The purpose of these funds is not directed 
to detention funding but instead is to increase field supervision and compliance reviews. The FY 2010 request 
represents no new detention beds. 

ICE is not seeking additional bed space funding as part of the 287(g) Program. 

It should be noted, however, that aliens detained by ICE as a result of an arrest by a state or local officer who 
has been delegated immigration authority under section 287(g)of the Immigration and Nationality Act are 
detained under the same standards as any alien arrested by DHS. 


Detention of Asylum Seekers 


QUESTION: The Department incarcerated more than 3,000 asylum seekers in 2008. Unfortunately, detention 
can replicate the conditions in which some of them suffered grievous mental and physical harm in their home 
countries. 

What is the Department’s rationale for holding asylum seekers in detention centers? 

Answer: The majority of aliens who applied for asylum last year were not detained while their applications 
were adjudicated. The Immigration and Nationality Act (INA), however, provides for the detention of aliens 
who are subject to expedited removal procedures, including those seeking asylum or other protection from 
removal. 8 U.S.C. § 1225(b)(l)(B)(ii), (iii)(IV). The INA also permits the Department, at its discretion, to 
parole such arriving aliens into the United States “on a case by case basis” for either “urgent humanitarian 
reasons” or “significant public benefit.” 8 U.S.C. § 1 182(d)(5)(A); 8 C.F.R. § 212.5. 
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To guide parole decision-making for arriving aliens requesting asylum, U.S. Immigration and Customs 
Enforcement (ICE) promulgated an internal policy directive in November 2007. The directive set forth an 
analytical framework for such parole decisions, instituted quality control mechanisms to ensure that parole 
decisions were correctly and consistently made, and put into place a process for tracking parole decisions so that 
major systemic variations or problems in parole adjudications can be identified and corrected. The Department 
is actively reviewing the effectiveness of the November 2007 policy. 

Detained asylum seekers may also include those aliens subject to mandatory detention under 8 U.S.C. § 1226(c) 
who file an asylum application before the immigration court. While their mandatory detention under this 
provision is triggered by their removability for specific acts or offenses, the detained alien nonetheless might 
not be precluded from requesting protection from removal in removal proceedings. 


Parole Guidelines 


QUESTION: Current law gives DHS discretion to release detainees on their own recognizance, on bond, or 
through a variety of community based alternatives to detention. Substantial concerns have been raised about 
the parole guidelines ICE issued in November 2007. Specifically, they make it harder for asylum seekers and 
other vulnerable groups to receive parole from immigration jails. 

Will ICE rescind the parole guidelines issued in November 2007 and establish new regulations to ensure that 
people fleeing persecution abroad are not held in detention facilities? 

Answer: The Department is actively reviewing the November 2007 policy. ICE is also continuing to review 
and improve current practices to ensure that its detention resources are used in a manner consistent with ICE’s 
mission priorities. 


Alternatives to Detention 


QUESTION: 

At the hearing, Secretary Napolitano testified that alternatives to immigrant detention, such as supervision and 
monitoring programs, are expensive and ineffective relative to incarceration. However, the President’s budget 
indicates that one such program — The Intensive Supervision Appearance Program (ISAP) — is currently 
reporting an overall compliance rate with administrative removal orders of 91 percent. Her statement is also at 
odds with the findings of reputable non-governmental organizations. 

Given this contradictory evidence, please provide the analysis and supporting data that led the Department to its 
conclusion about the relative costliness and efficacy of alternatives to detention, including: 

• The number of individuals in alternatives to detention who filed claims for asylum and other legal relief 
broken down by each specific legal relief sought; the outcomes of those cases; and the processing time 
from when they were released into the alternative program until case completion 

• The longest, shortest and average amount of time that asylum seekers remained in DHS custody in fiscal 
year 2008 

• The processing times for those detained who did not seek any form of relief. 

Answer: On January 30, 2009, 1 issued an action directive requiring a full review of the immigration detention 
system. Immediately thereafter, on February 4, 2009, 1 appointed Dr. Dora Schriro as my Senior Advisor on 
detention issues. She is studying the growth in immigration detention over the last few years, and at my 
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direction, is focusing first on conditions of detention and utilization of alternatives to detention. I look forward 
to the results of these reviews, and I am committed to ensuring that individuals detained by U.S. Immigration 
and Customs Enforcement (ICE) are detained under appropriate conditions. 

As part of this assessment. Dr. Schriro has been reviewing the data that ICE collects, including cost and 
performance data about the ISAP and two other Alternatives to Detention (AID) programs. Unfortunately, the 
data previously collected is insufficient to provide complete and accurate information about all facets of the 
ATD program today and previous analyses were sometimes incorrect. ICE will have a viable data collection 
and analytical system by FY 2010. 

ISAP is less costly than detention. Using current contract cost data, ICE can provide the following information: 

• ISAP - $14.42 per-diem contract cost 

• ESR - $8.52 per-diem contract cost 

• EM - $.30-$5 per-diem contract cost depending upon the monitoring technology utilized 

It is important to note that the rates provided above refer to contract costs only and do not include DRO staff 
time, FOT activities, etc. ICE also commits to effecting a comprehensive cost study to provide complete 
information about detention bed day cost and ATD supervision day cost. 

On the basis of all the data currently available, ICE can provide an interim indicator of the program’s success' to 
include those who have successfully participated in the program. Successful participants include aliens who are 
currently enrolled in ATD plus those who have reported for removal. 

• ISAP - 87% successfully participate with 9.5% absconding 

• ESR - 96% successfully participate with 1.5% absconding 

• EM - 93% successfully participate with 5% absconding 

The historical compliance rate for detainees with final orders of removal is 99 percent. ATD is a viable 
alternative to detention when aliens are correctly assigned to supervision strategies commensurate with the risk 
of absconding they present. These results on ATD may improve with the adoption of the following best 
practices suggested by Dr. Schriro. 

• ICE released a RFP to expand the existing ATD program to additional locations and add more slots. 

• Additional staff training and supervision 

• A better database 

• Evidence-based assignments of eligible aliens to ATD and at the appropriate level of supervision 

• Updating the ICE website to reflect the most recent analysis and next steps 

DRO has appropriated funds to secure ATD services and is making good use of the funds it receives. 

• ISAP - funds to serve 6,000 aliens per day; about 5,900 assigned 

• ESR - funds to serve 7,000 aliens per day; about 6,700 assigned 

• EM - no funds specifically provided, ICE uses other available funds, no participant limit, about 5,000 
aliens assigned per day 

Regarding your specific questions: 

a) The number of individuals in alternatives to detention who filed claims for asylum and other legal relief 
broken down by each specific legal relief sought; the outcomes of those cases; and the processing time 
from when they were released into the alternative program until case completion 

Currently, ICE does not track the status or type of relief sought by individuals who are enrolled in the ATD 
program. Asylum and other relief applications are filed by the applicant with the Executive Office for 
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Immigration Review (EOIR). Questions regarding immigration court proceedings should be directed to 
EOIR~ 

b) The longest, shortest and average amount of time that asylum seekers remained in DHS custody in FY 
2008 

Information related to the average amount of time that asylum seekers remained in DHS custody in FY 2008 
is not yet available. We will forward the FY 2008 data to the Committee separately as soon as it is available. 

The average amount of time that asylum seekers remained in DHS custody in FY 2007 was: 
o 39 days for affirmative asylum applicants. 

o 67 days for aliens found to have met the “credible fear” screening standard, 
o 122 days for defensive asylum applicants.* 

•As reported in the Report to Congress, Detained Asylum Seekers, pursuant to Section 903 of the Haitian Refugee 
Immigration Fairness Act for FY 2007. Information as it relates to the longest and shortest amount of time that an asylum 
seeker remained in DHS custody is unavailable as the report only captures the average amount of time. 

c) The processing times for those detained who did not seek any form of relief. 

The average length of stay for all removal hearing cases in FY 2008 was 30.49 days. ICE is unable to 
provide the average length of stay for those who did not seek any form of relief as there is currently no 
methodology in place to differentiate between those seeking a form of relief by the immigration judge and 
those who are not seeking a form of relief from the immigration judge. 


Laboratory Capacity 

QUESTION: The current outbreak of H1N1 has raised questions about the extent to which our nation 
possesses sufficient laboratory capacity to analyze, characterize and diagnose viruses. Do we have sufficient 
laboratory capacity throughout the Integrated Consortium of Laboratory Networks (ICLN) to respond to a 
pandemic? Has the Department developed plans for expanding laboratory surge capacity by utilizing the 
Regional Biocontainment Laboratories? 

Answer: Laboratory capacity estimates are highly dependent on which model of pandemic spread and 
incidence is used and on the policies and various exigencies that may prevail during the response to a pandemic. 
In 2007, the Integrated Consortium of Laboratory Networks (ICLN) completed a first-order assessment of 
ICLN network capacities across a range of planning scenarios. One of these scenarios involved a highly 
pathogenic strain of avian influenza occurring coincidentally in humans and animals. For a model involving a 
rapidly evolving incidence in humans, the CDC Laboratory Response Network (LRN) was overwhelmed in the 
model for approximately four weeks. Under this scenario, the capacity of other networks would not adequately 
address a backlog of samples in a timely fashion, although capacity in the National Animal Health Laboratory 
Network (NAHLN) and the Food Emergency Response Network (FERN) could reduce the duration of sample 
backlog, if not otherwise occupied (by a coincidental animal outbreak, for example). 

For a more slowly evolving model, the CDC LRN capacity was sufficient to meet the demand. Best-case 
conditions of non-ill laboratory staff and limitless reagents and supplies were applied for this study. In reality, 
one could speculate that the full resources of ICLN member networks would be at best marginally adequate, 
even for the model with slowly evolving incidence of disease among humans. 

The demand for sample testing might be moderated by more abundant stockpiles of anti-flu medications, 
expedited consideration of regulations pertaining to diagnostic tests, innovative sample handling and testing 
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strategies and decisions made regarding the necessity of testing all clinical samples. Since mid-2008, DHS has 
led the development of an Integrated Response Architecture to ensure that the full capacities of ICLN member 
networks can be most effectively applied in any event requiring joint action of the laboratory response 
networks. The Integrated Response Architecture is intended to be operational in late 2009. 

The Department of Homeland Security is not the responsible agency for providing surge capacity under the 
Integrated Consortium of Laboratory Networks (ICLN) interagency arrangements. Either the Department of 
Health and Human Services (HHS), via the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC) Lab Response 
Network (LRN), or the U.S. Department of Agriculture, via the National Animal Health Lab Network 
(NAHLN), would more effectively provide the surge capacity that might be served by the Regional 
Biocontainment Laboratories (RBL), which are infrastructure established by the National Institutes of Health 
(NIH), and the National Institute of Allergy and Infectious Diseases (NIAID). 

On the basis of coordination activities among the relevant parties, the S&T Directorate has concluded the 
following: 

■ As of last fall, seven of the 13 Regional Biocontainment Laboratories (RBLs) were still under 

construction. The RBLs are infrastructure established by NIH’s NIAID and NIH NIAID would be best 
positioned to address the specific operational status of each RBL. 

• To our knowledge, there is an estimated $24 million annual recurring cost for the maintenance and 
sustainment of the 13 RBLs. The RBL consortium has not provided an estimated start-up cost for 
staffing and instrumentation to meet potential surge requirements, which should be less than $24 
million. 

• There are many hurdles to ensuring that an RBL will meet the certification standards and other criteria 
required to support the HHS/CDC LRN, USDA NAHLN or any other laboratory response system. It is 
best and most efficient to place labs under the department with direct oversight. 

• The established CDC LRN is receiving less funding for operations and maintenance than in the past. 
CDC holds responsibility for determining which laboratories will support its LRN. 

In the event that the RBLs or any other potential laboratory resources are eventually qualified to standards 
equivalent to ICLN member networks, the Integrated Response Architecture that DHS is developing with its 
partners is intended to be sufficiently flexible to incorporate such non-network resources in high- capacity joint 
response urgency. 
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Tuesday, March 10, 2009. 

SECURE BORDER INITIATIVE AND CONTROL OF LAND 

BORDER 

WITNESSES 

JAYSON AHERN, ACTING COMMISSIONER UNITED STATES CUSTOMS 
AND BORDER PROTECTION, DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND SECU- 
RITY 

DAVID AGUILAR, U.S. BORDER PATROL CHIEF 

MARK BORKOWSKI, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, SECURE BORDER INITIA- 
TIVE. 


Opening Statement by Chairman Price 

Mr. Price. The Subcommittee will come to order. Good morning 
everyone. We are happy to have witnesses here to discuss with us 
the Secure Border Initiative, and then in a second panel, the 
Homeland Security Department’s response to violence on our bor- 
der with Mexico. $3.6 billion, that is what Congress provided in the 
past 3 years to the border security fencing infrastructure and tech- 
nology account, BSFIT, targeted at securing about 6,000 miles of 
land borders as part of the Secure Border Initiative. SBI, originally 
intended as a coordinated effort as broader investment, interior im- 
migration enforcement and immigration reform, has tilted toward 
enforcement and physical barriers between the land ports of entry 
on the southwest border. As a result, BSFIT has taken prior border 
control attempts to new and more expensive levels. 

Today we want to take stock of this progress. How is it pro- 
gressing? Is it working? Are we spending enough or too much, or 
are we spending our dollars in the right way? On one hand, DHS 
reports that it has “effective control,” meaning it can detect and re- 
spond to most illegal entries on over 31 percent of the Southwest 
border. That is up 12 percent — that is up from 12 percent in 2005. 
Apprehensions are lower in most places. But it is unclear how 
much of that is attributable to BSFIT investment and staffing and 
how much is attributable simply to a weaker economy on our side. 

And the San Diego sector with the most robust infrastructure 
and substantial agent presence actually recorded increased appre- 
hensions last year. So the picture is somewhat mixed. Anecdotally 
we hear that the impact of the new infrastructure is not clear with 
breaches and invasion of barriers continuing. Up north is a dif- 
ferent story. DHS lacks effective control over 99 percent of our 
4,000 mile border with Canada. I am pleased with progress in plac- 
ing agents on the northern border, but remain concerned that 
BSFIT investment has largely bypassed the north. And we hope to 
hear today about the status of the northern border project that was 
funded in fiscal 2007. Border patrol and field operations are experi- 
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encing historic increases in their numbers, but many are in the 
pipeline, in training or otherwise not deployed. 

And a year after the National Guard ended Operation Jump 
Start, there is a vacuum in operational support there that CBP has 
been unable to fill. Do we have boots on the ground that we all 
agree are the most important ingredient for border security? Ini- 
tially BSFIT targeted technology to leverage border security. How- 
ever, its spending now does not reflect such an emphasis with over 
$2 billion, 55 percent, going to pedestrian fencing, vehicle barriers 
and roads. At this time, about 600 miles of 670 planned for con- 
struction has been built or is under construction. The remainder, 
chiefly in the lower Rio Grande Valley in Texas is delayed owing 
to technical, economic or legal obstacles. 

I expect to hear from our witnesses today about the cost of the 
fence, prospects for its completion, the impact it has and is likely 
to have on operational control of the border and how the Depart- 
ment is meeting the requirements for consultation, for minimizing 
environmental and community impacts of construction of the fence. 
SBI technology has taken a more deliberate path. While we have 
not seen Department plans for the $100 million provided in the 
American Recovery and Reinvestment Act, I look forward to hear- 
ing the current plans for testing and deployment of technology so- 
lutions intended for the Arizona border and the plans for the re- 
mainder of this year. To address these issues, we welcome Deputy 
Commissioner Jayson Ahern, the Acting Commissioner of U.S. Cus- 
toms and Border Protection, to testify on the Secure Border Initia- 
tive and its impact on gaining control over the physical borders of 
this country. Accompanying him are U.S. Border Patrol Chief 
David Aguilar and Mr. Mark Borkowski, Executive Director of the 
Secure Border Initiative. While any discussion of border security 
would naturally turn to the instability and increased criminal vio- 
lence in northern Mexico, I would ask Members to defer questions 
regarding that for our second panel devoted to that topic imme- 
diately following this panel. 

So, gentlemen, we look forward to your testimony, look forward 
to a thorough discussion of how BSFIT and border patrol deploy- 
ments have improved border security and the challenges ahead as 
we strive to find an effective approach to control our borders. Let 
me now turn to our distinguished Ranking Member, Mr. Rogers, for 
his comments. 

[The information follows:] 
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S3. 6 billion dollars. That’s what Congress provided in the past three years to the Border 
Security Fencing, Infrastructure, and Technology (BSFIT) account, targeted at securing about 6,000 
miles of land borders as part of the Secure Border Initiative (SBI). SBI, originally intended as a 
coordinated effort of border enforcement, interior immigration enforcement, and immigration reform, 
has tilted towards enforcement and physical barriers between the land ports of entry on the Southwest 
Border. As a result, BSFIT has taken prior border control attempts to new and more expensive levels. 
Today we will take stock of this program. How is it progressing? Is it working? Are we spending 
enough or too much? 

On one hand, DHS reports it has “effective control” - meaning it can detect and respond to 
most illegal entry - on over 3 1 percent of the Southwest Border. That’s up from 12 percent in 2005. 
While apprehensions are lower in most places, it is unclear how much is due to BSFIT investment and 
staffing as opposed to a weak economy. And the San Diego sector, with the most robust infrastructure 
and substantial agent presence, actually recorded increased apprehensions last year. Anecdotally, we 
hear the impact of new infrastructure is not clear, with breaches and evasion of barriers continuing. 

Up north is a different story. DHS lacks “effective control” over 99 percent of our 4,000 mile 
border with Canada. While I am pleased with progress in placing agents on the Northern Border, I 


170 


remain concerned that BSFIT investment has largely bypassed the North, and I hope to hear today 
about the status of the Northern Border project that was funded in FY07. 

Border Patrol and Field Operations are experiencing historic increases in their numbers, but 
many are “in the pipeline”, in training, or otherwise not deployed. And a year after the National Guard 
ended Operation Jump Start, there is a vacuum in operational support that CBP has been unable to fill. 
Do we have the “boots on the ground” that we all agree are the most important ingredient for border 
security? 

Initially, BSFIT targeted technology to leverage border security. However, its spending does 
not reflect such emphasis, with over $2 billion (55% percent) going to pedestrian fencing, vehicle 
barriers, and roads. At this time about 600 miles of 670 planned for construction has been built or is 
under construction. The remainder, chiefly in the lower Rio Grande Valley in Texas, is delayed owing 
to technical, economic, or legal obstacles. I expect to hear from our witnesses today about the cost of 
the fence and prospects for its completion; the impact it has and will have on operational control of the 
border; and how the Department is meeting the requirements for consultation and minimizing 
environmental and community impacts of construction. 

SB1 technology has taken a more deliberate path. While we have not seen Department plans 
for the $100 million provided in the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act, I look forward to 
hearing the current plans for testing and deployment of technology solutions intended for the Arizona 
border, and the plans for the remainder of the year. 

To address these issues, we welcome Deputy Commissioner Jayson Ahem, Acting 
Commissioner of U.S. Customs and Border Protection, to testify on the Secure Border Initiative and its 
impact on gaining control over the physical borders of this country. Accompanying him are U.S. 
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Border Patrol Chief David Aguilar and Mr. Mark Borkowski, Executive Director of the Secure Border 
Initiative. 

While any discussion of border security would naturally turn to the instability and increased 
criminal violence in Northern Mexico, I would ask Members to defer those questions for our second 
panel devoted to that topic immediately following this panel. 

I look forward to your testimony and a thorough discussion of how BSFIT and Border Patrol 
deployments have improved border security, and the challenges ahead as we strive to find an effective 
approach to control our borders. Let me turn now to the distinguished Ranking Member, Mr. Rogers, 
for his comments. 

### 
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Opening Statement by Mr. Rogers 

Mr. Rogers. Well, thank you, Mr. Chairman. Welcome to our 
distinguished panel. As we discuss the effectiveness of the Secure 
Border Initiative during this first panel and the Mexican drug war 
during the second, I think its important that we keep in mind the 
big picture at what is at stake here; no less than our Nation’s sov- 
ereignty and the unquestionably urgent need for robust border se- 
curity. We must not forget that after 9/11, there was universal rec- 
ognition for the need to gain control of our borders and protect the 
Nation from dangerous people and dangerous goods. And with the 
creation of CBP, we established a unified front line border security 
agency to carry out this vital chore. Simply put, CBP serves as our 
Nation’s filter letting in legitimate travel and trade while keeping 
out all forms of contraband from WMD and terrorists to illegal 
drugs, illegal aliens, counterfeit goods, even agricultural hazards. 
So I think it is obvious that this mission is as important today, if 
not more so, than it was right after 9/11. Failure is not an option. 

It has now been just over three years since the SBI was 
launched, 3 years and billions upon billions of dollars. And over 
this period with these sizable funds we have made some significant 
progress; doubling the size of the border patrol to now more than 

18.000 agents, expanding the CBP officer workforce to more than 

20.000 officers, ending the flawed practice of catch and release, con- 
structing over 600 miles of pedestrian and vehicular fencing along 
some of the most frequently traversed sections of our southwest 
border, and improved performance marked by notable drug sei- 
zures and a steady decline in apprehensions of illegal aliens along 
the border. 

Positive steps for sure, but perhaps not nearly enough when we 
consider the unacceptable delays in the development of the SBInet 
technology system against a backdrop of intensifying threats, 
threats that include, but are not limited to, this bloody turf war be- 
tween Mexico’s drug cartels, a war that is responsible for some 

7.000 murders since the beginning of last year. Sprawling cross- 
border criminal enterprises, exploiting the flow of illegal weapons 
and bulk cash and the evils of human trafficking and vile drugs, 
travel of known and suspected terrorists along our northern border, 
and increasingly innovative smuggling techniques ranging from so- 
phisticated underground tunnels to advanced semi-submersible 
maritime craft, to hidden compartments in vehicles, to devious at- 
tempts at corrupting legitimate modes of cargo conveyance. 

The complexity and cutthroat nature of these tactics speak to the 
challenges that you face, but they also tell me you are actually 
making a real dent in the smugglers’ operations. So now that you 
have made some progress, and gotten these thugs’ attention, I 
must ask all of you, what are you prepared to do now? Are you pre- 
pared to follow through on the needed fencing, fix the problems 
with SBInet and get serious about deploying the tools your agents 
in the field so desperately need to not only sustain this border se- 
curity fight but to actually win it? 

Well, from where I sit here, there is no question, there is no de- 
bate. A sovereign nation has effective control of its borders, and 
that is the standard we are duty bound to uphold. I can assure all 
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of you this subcommittee is absolutely committed to doing all that 
is necessary to ensure CBP has the tools it needs to facilitate the 
legitimate trade that our economy thrives on while also stopping 
the threats we can’t allow to penetrate into our country. I want to 
thank the witnesses for appearing today. We look forward to dis- 
cussion. 

[The information follows:] 
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Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and welcome to our distinguished guests. 


As we discuss the effectiveness of the Secure Border Initiative during this first 
panel, and the Mexican drug war during the second, 1 think it is important that we 
don’t lose sight of the big picture and what’s at stake — and that’s no less than our 
Nation’s sovereignty and the unquestionably urgent need for robust border security . 


We must not forget that after 9/1 1, there was universal recognition for the 
need to gain control of our borders and protect the Nation from dangerous people 
and dangerous goods. And, with the creation of CBP, we established a unified, 
frontline border security agency to carry out this vital chore. 


Simply put, CBP serves as our Nation’s filter — letting in legitimate travel 
and trade, while keeping out all forms of contraband, from WMD and terrorists, to 
illegal drugs and illegal aliens, to counterfeit goods and even agricultural hazards. 


So, I think it is obvious that this mission is as important today, if not more 


so, than as it was after 9/11. Failure is simply not an option . 
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It’s now been just over three years since the SBI was launched — three years 
and billions upon billions of dollars. And over this period, with these sizable 
funds, we’ve made some significant progress: 

=> Doubling the size of the Border Patrol to now more than 18,000 agents and 
expanding the CBP Officer workforce to more than 20,000 officers; 

=> Ending the flawed practice of catch and release; 

=> Constructing over 600 miles of pedestrian and vehicular fencing along some 
of the most frequently traversed sections of our Southwest border; 

=> And, improved performance marked by notable drug seizures and a steady 
decline in apprehensions of illegal aliens along the border. 


Positive steps, for sure, but perhaps not nearly enough when we consider the 
unacceptable delays in the development of the SBInet technology system against a 
backdrop of intensifying threats. Threats that include, but are certainly not limited to: 

=> The bloody turf war between Mexico’s drug cartels — a war that is responsible 
for some 7.000 murders since the beginning of last year; 

=> Sprawling cross-border criminal enterprises exploiting the flow of illegal 
weapons and bulk cash, and the evils of human trafficking and vile drugs. 

=> Travel of known and suspected terrorists along our Northern Border; and 


Increasingly innovative smuggling techniques ranging from sophisticated 
underground tunnels to advanced semi-submersible maritime craft to 
devious attempts at corrupting legitimate modes of cargo delivery. 
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The complexity and cutthroat nature of these tactics speak to the challenges 
you all face; but they also tell me you are actually making a real dent in the 
smugglers' operations. 


So now that you’ve made some progress and gotten these thugs’ attention, I 
must ask all of you: what are you prepared to do now? 

=> Are you prepared to follow-through on the needed fencing, fix the problems 
with SBInet, and set serious about deploying the tools your agents in the 
field so desperately need to not only sustain this border security fight, but 
actually win it ? 


Well, from where I sit, there is no question . There is no debate . A 
sovereign nation has effective control of its borders and that is the standard 
we are duty-bound to uphold. 


I can assure all of you this Subcommittee is absolutely committed to doing 

all that is necessary 10 ensure CBP has the tools it needs to facilitate the legitimate 
trade our economy thrives on, while also stopping the threats we cannot allow to 
penetrate into our country. 


I thank our witnesses for appearing today and look forward to the discussion 
of this critical issue. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 


### 
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Mr. Price. Mr. Ahern, we will be happy to insert your full state- 
ment into the hearing record, but we would appreciate a five min- 
utes or so oral presentation to get us started. 

Opening Statement of Mr. Ahern 

Mr. Ahern. Very good. Chairman Price, Ranking Member Rog- 
ers, Members of the Subcommittee, we will be doing one statement 
for both this panel and also for the second panel. Thank you for 
the opportunity to discuss CBP’s efforts to secure our borders. I 
look forward to joining our sister agency Immigration and Customs 
Enforcement and my DHS colleague on the second panel to discuss 
the current situation on our southwest border with Mexico. With 
me today is David Aguilar, Chief of the Border Patrol, and Mark 
Borkowski, the Executive Director of the Secure Border Initiative. 
I would like to first begin by saying that every investment we 
make in Customs and Border Protection is to protect our Nation 
against a variety of threats. And for that reason, we are very grate- 
ful for the $680 million provided to CBP in the economic stimulus 
package, along with $300 million that went to GSA for land ports 
of entry. We appreciate your strong support and continued support 
and will certainly make sure we put this money to good use by im- 
proving our aging infrastructure, as well as adding the technology 
needed at our borders. 

Over the past few years we have made tremendous strides in se- 
curing both our southern and our northern borders through the de- 
ployment of personnel, technology, as well as tactical infrastruc- 
ture. It is clear that our Secretary, Janet Napolitano, is extremely 
supportive of our efforts. Along our Southwest border, we com- 
pleted 610 miles of fencing where border patrol determined it was 
an operational requirement. But we are not only just building 
fence, we are deploying technology through the SBInet program, we 
are currently completing engineering assessments, which we are 
conducting with the appropriate rigor and deliberation. And once 
we are satisfied we will begin to deploy technology in the first of 
two projects that will cover 53 miles in Arizona. And it’s important 
to note that our agents, who will actually be using the technology, 
have been — and will continue to be — fully engaged in this process. 
We are testing the technological solutions in both a laboratory and 
a field environment before full deployment to ensure that we make 
wise investments and will meet our operational needs. 

A couple of weeks I, personally, along with the Chief, visited our 
testing facilities supplies to Mexico to see firsthand our progress. 
At the same time, we are rolling out these systems in Arizona we 
have also deployed 40 mobile surveillance systems that provide 
more immediate radar and camera surveillance coverage along our 
borders, and we are currently developing plans for additional MSS 
deployments elsewhere. We also have 272 remote video surveil- 
lance systems in place, over 9,707 ground surveillance and ground 
sensor systems, as well as five unmanned aerial systems on the 
southern border, one of which is also on the northern border. 

So you can see it is a variety of technological solutions we have 
employed, not just one. The investments in infrastructure and tech- 
nology are an important component to our boots on the ground, and 
we thank the Committee for supporting the hiring of more border 
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patrol agents. We currently do have 18,566 border patrol agents on 
board and will have over 20,000 by the end of the fiscal year. With 
respect to the northern border we have been approaching chal- 
lenges to our north in a thoughtful and systematic way. 

In 2008, we opened our fifth air wing location on the northern 
border, and just last month we deployed our first UAS on the 
northern border in Grand Forks, North Dakota. Also the fiscal year 
2008 and 2009 appropriations provided funds for 11 marine units, 
six of which are on the northern border. And later this spring, we 
plan to deploy additional camera systems along the northern bor- 
der locations in Detroit, as well as in Swanton, Buffalo and will 
continue to make further deployments once we have stabilized 
going forward. 

I think it is also important to talk about our continued partner- 
ship with our other law enforcement partners both in the United 
States and Canada through the IBETs, as well as through our col- 
laborative efforts with ICE through the best of the border’s enforce- 
ment security task forces. Now, to talk about some of the issues on 
the Southwest border, it certainly is a fact of life that our officers 
and our Border Patrol agents deal with border related violence and 
encounter drug traffickers on a daily basis. In terms of drug trends 
I think it is important just to give you an indicator. Year to date 
there has been a 47 percent increase for marijuana seized by the 
Border Patrol, over 1.1 million pounds. At the ports of entry, co- 
caine seizures are up 119 percent. However, I think important and 
very notable to make this Subcommittee aware of, are the coordi- 
nated efforts that we are seeing in the transit zone. 

Certainly as far as to highlight a series of days that actually oc- 
curred in the first part of January, our P-3 aircraft working in co- 
ordinated effort with the JIATF South folks with the Coast Guard, 
as well as the Navy, coordinated the interdiction of 25 metric tons 
of cocaine carried by semi-submersible, self-propelled semi-sub- 
mersible submarines heading towards the coast of Mexico. The 
point of that is that is an opportunity for us to take larger quan- 
tities down through our coordinated efforts in the transit zone. We 
are also seeing that our enforcement efforts are frustrating drug 
traffickers and as a result are becoming much more violent. 

When we talk about violence, I think it is important to make a 
distinction, the violence we are seeing on our agents and officers, 
the rockings, the vehicle assaults, the physical assaults and gun at- 
tacks and the gang and the cartel violence that is occurring in 
Mexico. This fiscal year alone we have had 327 incidents of vio- 
lence against our officers and agents, 204 against the Border Patrol 
agents and 123 assaults at our ports of entry. Additionally, in 2008 
reporting indicates that, as you mentioned, Ranking Member Rog- 
ers, close to 7,000 deaths in Mexico have occurred. So far that kind 
of violence has been contained in Mexico, but we certainly do not 
want to see it spill over into the United States. 

And to that end, we have developed very detailed contingency 
plans to maintain control of the border as we move forward. While 
in recent years, we have certainly focused on threats coming into 
the United States, Secretary Napolitano has made it clear that 
southbound enforcement, keeping guns and money out of the hand 
of criminals in Mexico will be a priority to us. To this end, we will 
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dedicate additional personnel and technology to combat this threat 
and we are finalizing on hands operational plans at this time. 

Again, Mr. Chairman, other members of this Subcommittee, I 
thank you for allowing us to testify today and will look forward to 
answering your questions about both topics today. 

Mr. Price. Thank you very much. 

[The information follows:] 
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Chairman Price, Ranking Member Rogers, Members of the Subcommittee, it is a 
privilege and an honor to appear before you today to discuss the work of U.S. Customs 
and Border Protection (CBP), particularly the tremendous dedication of our men and 
women in the field both at and between our ports of entry. 

I want to begin by expressing my continuing gratitude to the Committee for its 
enduring support to the mission and people of CBP. It is clear that the Congress is 
committed to providing us the resources we need in order to increase and maintain the 
security of our borders. We appreciate your efforts and assistance. 

I would also like to thank you for your support in the Economic Stimulus bill. 

The American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009 provided $680 million to CBP 
for greatly needed investment in our aging infrastructure, as well as technology at our 
nation’s borders. These funds will support planning, management, design, alteration, and 
construction of CBP-owned land ports of entry; procurement and deployment of non- 
intrusive inspection system; expedited development and deployment of border security 
technology on the southwest border; and for the procurement and deployment of tactical 
communications equipment. In addition, the bill also included $300 million for the 
construction and repair of land ports of entry owned by the General Services 
Administration (GSA). Secretary Napolitano has made clear that we are to move swiftly 
and with great transparency as we put these investments to use. 

My testimony today focuses on the Secure Border Initiative (SBI), in particular 
the SBInet technology and tactical infrastructure programs, as well as CBP’s counter- 
drug and counter-terrorism activities. 

CBP is the largest uniformed, federal law enforcement agency in the country. We 
station over 20,000 CBP officers at access points around the nation - air, land, and sea 
ports. By the end of FY 2009, we will have deployed over 20,000 Border Patrol agents 
between the ports of entry. These forces are supplemented with 980 Air and Marine 
agents, 2,260 agricultural specialists, and other professionals. 

I am pleased to report that CBP continues to achieve success in performing our 
traditional missions, which include stemming the flow of illegal drugs and contraband, 
protecting our agricultural and economic interests from harmful pests and diseases, 
protecting American businesses from theft of their intellectual property, enforcing 
violations of textile agreements, tracking import safety violations, protecting the 
economy from monopolistic practices, regulating and facilitating international trade, 
collecting import duties, and enforcing United States trade laws. At the same time, our 
employees maintain a vigilant watch for terrorist threats. In FY 2008, CBP processed 
more than 396 million pedestrians and passengers, 122 million conveyances, 29 million 
trade entries, examined 5.6 million sea, rail, and truck containers, performed over 25 
million agriculture inspections, apprehended over 720 thousand illegal aliens between our 
ports of entry, encountered over 220 thousand inadmissible aliens at the ports of entry, 
and seized more than 2.8 million pounds of narcotics. 
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We must perform our important security and trade enforcement work without stifling 
the flow of legitimate trade and travel that is so important to our nation’s economy. 

These are our twin goals: border security and facilitation of legitimate trade and travel. 

Mr. Chairman, once the CBP Fiscal Year 2010 budget request is submitted to 
Congress, I would be more than happy to discuss our request with you and your staff. 

We appreciate your strong support in previous years and look forward to working with 
this committee over the next year. 

Border Security Between the Ports of Entry 

The primary goal of our strategy between the ports of entry is to gain effective control 
of our nation’s borders. Effective control is achieved when a Chief Border Patrol Agent 
determines that agents deployed in any given area are consistently able to: detect an 
illegal entry into the United States between the ports of entry; identify and classify the 
threat level associated with that illegal entry; respond to the area of the illegal entry; and 
bring the situation to a law enforcement resolution. 

During Secretary Napolitano’s congressional hearing a few weeks ago, she explained 
the importance of having a border security strategy that incorporates the elements of 
effective control. Effective control is established through the proper mix of technology, 
personnel, and infrastructure that will allow CBP personnel to confront the criminal 
element before they can get away. Secretary Napolitano often refers to this strategy as 
the “three-legged stool.” One of these legs cannot, in and of itself, provide effective 
control. However, the mix of these three components will vary depending on the 
challenges of the focus area. Technology is the baseline requirement for any area of 
operations. It allows us to detect the entries and to identify and classify the threat. 
Personnel provide the response to confront the criminal element. Tactical Infrastructure 
supports the response by either providing access, or extending the time needed for the 
response by deterring or slowing the criminal element’s ability to easily cross the border 
and escape. 

Essentially, two basic conditions must exist to ensure that our agents can safely and 
effectively secure our borders between the ports of entry. First, we must have situational 
awareness — that is, we must have knowledge about what is happening between the ports 
of entry. The knowledge must be precise and timely enough for us to react to the 
knowledge. Second, we must have the capability to react to the knowledge at a time, 
place, and manner of our choosing. 

As of the end of fiscal year 2008, we determined 757 miles of border were under 
effective control. Of that total, 625 miles were on the southwest border between the 
United States and Mexico, which is where a majority of illicit, cross-border activity 
occurs. Where we do not yet have control on the southwest border, we have made 
significant strides in increasing our situational awareness and tactical advantage over 
those seeking to violate our laws. With increased situational awareness, we can better 
understand where we have the highest threats and vulnerabilities, and assess where we 
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need to apply our resources. The ability to have situational awareness also enables our 
agents and officers to perform their jobs safer and more effectively. This is especially 
critical during times such as these where we are experiencing high levels of violence at 
our nation’s borders. 

Between the ports of entry, CBP personnel involved in border security include Border 
Patrol Agents, Air Interdiction Agents, and Marine Interdiction Agents. Personnel in 
adequate number are highly effective resources. They can observe and therefore provide 
for the type of situational awareness that is necessary for effective control. Unique 
among the elements of the three-legged stool, personnel also have the capacity to 
respond. Personnel are highly effective and flexible, but the number of personnel 
required to perform the entire border security mission would be prohibitive if they were 
not properly augmented by tactical infrastructure and technology. 

Tactical infrastructure includes - among other things - pedestrian fence, vehicle 
fence, roads, and lighting. Tactical infrastructure supports CBP’s ability to respond in 
several ways. Fence, for example, is a fixed resource that provides a constant and 
continuous effect. I wish to be very clear — fence alone does not and cannot, in and of 
itself, provide effective control of the border. It does, however, deter and delay illicit 
cross-border incursions. This continuous and constant ability to deter or delay is what we 
refer to as “persistent impedance.” There are areas of the border where we have 
concluded that we must have persistent impedance in order to achieve effective control, 
because we must at least delay attempted illicit incursions. These delays buy time for our 
agents to respond. This is critical in areas near cities, for example, where illicit border 
crossers could blend into the population before we could interdict them. It is also critical 
in areas where vehicles could reach nearby roads faster than we could respond without 
persistent impedance. 

Technology is an important leg of the stool. Although some refer to technology as a 
“virtual fence,” technology does not have the persistent impedance capability of a real 
fence. It does, however, provide timely and accurate information that physical 
infrastructure could not. Between the ports of entry, technology includes sensors, 
command and control systems, and communications. Technology is a powerful force 
multiplier because it has tremendous capability to provide the situational awareness that 
is a precursor to effective control. Sensors can “watch” the border continuously, guided 
by appropriate command and control systems. These command and control systems can 
also help sort the data coming from the sensors so that our responders have very quick 
access to the most critical information. Technology also supports response capability. 
With accurate information to identify and classify illicit incursions, agents have many 
more options about how and when they will respond to the incursion. Improved 
communications capability also supports response by ensuring our response forces can be 
properly directed and coordinated. 

Over the past year, we have made significant strides in strengthening all three legs of 
our three-legged stool. As of February 14, 2009, we had 18,566 Border Patr.pl Agents 
on-board. We have identified 661 miles of southwest border where persistent impedance 
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was a requirement and 610 miles of fence is already constructed along the southwest 
border. Most of the remaining mileage is under construction and will be complete this 
Spring. With respect to technology, we have purchased 40 mobile surveillance systems 
(MSSs) and deployed them to the southwest border. These MSSs provide radar and 
camera coverage and serve as a gap-filler while we deploy more permanent technology 
solutions. Later on in the testimony, I will provide more detail about our vision for those 
more permanent solutions 

I would be remiss if I did not comment on our efforts with respect to the northern 
border. The northern border of the United States is also important to our national 
security. In fact, one of the first directives that Secretary Napolitano issued shortly after 
being named was to review our operational capabilities along the northern border. As we 
have designed programs to afford greater protection against the entry of dangerous goods 
and people at all our borders, we have also focused increased attention on specific needs 
along the Canadian border. CBP is responsible for preventing the entry of dangerous 
people and goods into the U.S. while facilitating the flow of legitimate trade and travel. 
Between the ports of entry, CBP leverages technology and partnerships to detect cross 
border incursions and, due to distances or challenging terrain, uses a wide array of 
technologies and response platforms to detect and interdict them. 

For instance, the Integrated Border Enforcement Team (IBET) program, 
encompassing 15 regions along the northern border, is a multi-faceted law enforcement 
initiative comprised of both Canadian and American partners. The IBET is considered a 
“best practice” by both the Canadian and United States governments and is a model for 
bi-national collaborative efforts in securing our shared border. The IBET core agencies 
include, CBP, Coast Guard (USCG) and Immigration and Customs Enforcement (ICE), 
and from Canada, the Canada Border Services Agency (CBSA) and the Royal Canadian 
Mounted Police (RCMP). This longstanding, bi-national partnership has enabled the 
participating law enforcement partners to share information and work together daily with 
other local, State, and provincial enforcement agencies on issues related to smuggling, 
organized crime, the vulnerabilities associated with unguarded roads, and other criminal 
activities along the U.S. -Canada border at and between the ports of entry. 

In addition, DHS developed the Border Enforcement Security Task force (BEST) 
concept to coordinate the efforts of ICE, CBP, and DHS Intelligence and Analysis (I&A) 
personnel working cooperatively with foreign, federal, state, and local law enforcement 
agencies to take a comprehensive approach to disrupt and dismantle criminal 
organizations. In early 2008, the first northern border BESTs initiated operations in 
Blaine, Washington and Buffalo, New York, with participation from ICE, CBP, DHS 
I&A, USCG, FBI, ATF, DEA, IRS, U.S. Postal Investigative Service, National Oceanic 
and Atmospheric Administration, CBSA, RCMP, and other U.S. and Canadian state and 
local law enforcement agencies. The BESTs complement and increase the effectiveness 
of the IBETs by augmenting their investigative capability. 

We have also increased the number of Border Patrol agents deployed to the northern 
border. Our plans call for 1,845 agents by the end of this year, and an additional •480"'"^-' 
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agents by the end of next year. Our Air and Marine organization has deployed significant 
resources to the northern border, including the recent deployment of an Unmanned Aerial 
System (UAS) based in Grand Forks. The DHS Science and Technology Directorate has 
a number of research projects designed to evaluate technology opportunities tailored to 
the northern border environment which will advise our plans in the future. Our Secure 
Border Initiative (SBI) program will implement a measured deployment of sensors in our 
Buffalo, Detroit, and Swanton sectors starting this Spring. 

In March 2007, Congress directed $20 million of the Border Security, Fencing, 
Infrastructure, and Technology (BSFIT) appropriation “to begin addressing needs and 
vulnerabilities along the Northern Border.” With these and other funds, CBP is moving 
forward with components of a plan for the northern border consisting of two parts. The 
first is the deployment of additional surveillance technology capabilities such as remote 
video surveillance systems (RVSS) towers in the Detroit and Buffalo Sectors, and Mobile 
Surveillance Systems (MSS) in the Swanton Sector. The second is to test the integration 
of proven technologies into a common operating picture (COP) in the northern border 
operating environment. While these efforts will not provide complete situational 
awareness or enable operational control of the area of responsibility (AOR), they will 
provide enhanced capabilities to those areas and are critical to our long-term SBInet 
development strategy. 

Travel Facilitation at the Ports of Entry 

I would like to reinforce and reiterate our important efforts at and beyond the ports of 
entry. We will discuss this in more detail in future hearings, so I will provide only some 
concise highlights today. 

CBP welcomes nearly 400 million travelers into the United States annually. While 
security will always be CBP’s primary mission - and is key to maintaining travelers’ 
confidence - we strive to make the process of entering the U.S. more streamlined, user- 
friendly and understandable. 

In past hearings, we have highlighted our initiatives to streamline the processing of 
travelers through our land ports of entry and to extend security beyond our physical 
borders. Those efforts continue and will continue for the future. CBP is prepared and 
ready for the Western Hemisphere Travel Initiative (WHTI) secure document 
implementation at land and seaports on June 1 , 2009. All the project pieces are in place 
and moving forward - Radio Frequency Identification (RFID) enabled documents, new 
software technology for the vehicle primary lanes and the RFID physical infrastructure at 
our high volume land ports. The WHTI deployment is on time and on budget. CBP will 
take a thoughtful and deliberate implementation approach for the traveling public as we 
implement the WHTI documentary requirements for land and sea on June 1, 2009. 

Efficient and effective land border primary operations require a well-integrated 
strategy and timely deployed technologies, processes and infrastructure. Building upon 
the initial success of the WHTI deployment, CBP has identified other critical process 
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areas to integrate, facilitate and enhance border security such as our commercial- 
passenger dual use lanes, pedestrian processing and traffic management strategies. 

We are continuing to enhance and expand our trusted traveler programs, which 
expedite the processing of known, low-risk travelers so that we can better focus our 
attention on higher-risk, unknown travelers. Global Entry is another program to expedite 
processing of travelers — in this case, United States citizens and Lawful Permanent 
Residents (LPRs). This program is a pilot that we are testing in select airports. It 
provides automated kiosks to validate identification by matching travel documents and 
biometrics. 

The interim final rule on security filing went into effect and has already yielded some 
promising results. This program will provide CBP timely information about cargo 
shipments that will enhance our ability to detect and interdict high risk shipments. 
Comments on this rule will be accepted until June 1, 2009, and implementation using 
informed compliance will continue until January of next year. This initiative will 
augment CBP’s efforts to screen 100 percent of all cargo before it arrives in the United 
States using advanced cargo data, automated targeting and risk assessment systems, 
intelligence, and cutting edge inspection technologies such as large scale X-ray, gamma 
ray machines, and radiation detection devices. Shipments determined by CBP to be high 
risk are examined, either overseas as part of our Container Security Initiative, or upon 
arrival at a U.S. port. Additionally, over 98% of all arriving maritime containerized cargo 
is presently scanned for radiation through radiation portal monitors. 

The infrastructure and facilities supporting our ports of entry are outdated and aging. 
As mentioned earlier, the commitment within the economic stimulus package by 
President Obama, Secretary Napolitano, and Congress to enhance and improve the ports 
of entry is an important step to overhauling CBP’s infrastructure. We believe these funds 
will allow us to accelerate our upgrades, which will in turn increase quality of service, 
throughput, and overall performance at the ports. 

Technology is also a key enabler for our operations at the ports of entry, A key focus 
is on the area of Non-Intrusive Inspection. The ability to non-intrusively screen and 
examine cargo and conveyances will allow us more effectively to interdict weapons of 
mass effect and other contraband while facilitating the flow of legitimate trade and travel. 

Support of U.S./Mexican Counter-Drug and Counter-Terrorism Initiatives 

A key and growing area of emphasis involves interdiction of weapons and currency. 
Escalating violence in the border regions and interior of Mexico poses a significant threat 
to both the United States and Mexico. Secretary Napolitano has tasked all DHS 
components, including CBP to examine how we can increase our enforcement activities 
in an effort to mitigate southbound weapon and currency smuggling to the extent that 
resources and infrastructure allow. 
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A majority of the illegal drugs consumed in the United States originate from or pass 
through Mexican territory and territorial seas. Huge, illicit trafficking profits flow back 
to Mexican drug trafficking organizations across our common border. The Mexican 
government's ability to confront its drug trafficking industry and its willingness to 
cooperate with U.S. efforts directly affect the impact of any southwest border initiative. 

CBP works with its partners in the Drug Enforcement Administration and the High 
Intensity Drug Trafficking Area centers to expand the National License Plate Reader 
(LPR) initiative to exploit intelligence on drug traffickers and drug trafficking 
organizations. The LPR initiative will utilize established locations to gather information 
regarding travel patterns and border nexus on drug traffickers for intelligence driven 
operations and interdictions. 

CBP has established positions at the El Paso Intelligence Center (EPIC), the 
Organized Crime Drug Enforcement Task Force (OCDETF) Fusion Center, and the DEA 
Special Operations Division. These initiatives enhance interaction with the Intelligence 
Community (IC) and law enforcement agencies to more effectively facilitate the 
collection, analysis, and dissemination of actionable drug-related intelligence. 

Additionally, CBP’s Office Intelligence and Operations Coordination established a 
National Post Seizure Analysis Team (PSAT) at the National Targeting Center-Cargo and 
is in the process of establishing Intelligence Operations Coordination Centers (IOCC) 
with the first one under construction in Tucson, Arizona. The IOCCs will make CBP a 
more fully integrated, intelligence driven organization by linking intelligence efforts and 
products to operations and interdictions. Reciprocal benefits will be a greater capability 
to expeditiously move feedback from the end users back to the originator. 

Operation Panama Express is a multi-agency international drug flow investigation 
that combines detection and monitoring, investigative, and intelligence resources to 
provide actionable intelligence to Joint Interagency Task Force-South (JIATF-S) 
operations to interdict the flow of cocaine from northern South America to the United 
States. JIATF-S interdiction operations in the transit zone supported by CBP P-3 
Airborne Early Warning, Coast Guard HC-130, Coast Guard vessels, and CBP P-3 
Tracker aircraft interdict large, sometimes multi-ton, shipments before they can be split 
into smaller loads for movement across the southwest border over multiple routes and 
distributed to U.S. cities, towns, and small communities. 

CBP continues to work with the Mexican Government in the development of 
increased law enforcement surveillance and interdiction capabilities. Detection of 
U.S./Mexican border air intrusions is essential to effective interdiction operations along 
our borders with Mexico. The primary means of detection is a large radar network, 
monitored at the Air and Marine Operations Center (AMOC) in Riverside, California. 
Information is fed to the AMOC through a network of airborne early warning, aerostat. 
Federal Aviation Administration (FAA), and ground based radar systems. Personnel at 
the AMOC detect aircraft “short landings” and border penetrations and coordinate CBP 
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Air and Marine and Mexican interdiction assets to intercept, track, and apprehend 
smugglers as they transverse the U.S./Mexico border. 

The Government of Mexico sustains a strong commitment to interdiction. CBP will 
continue to assist the government of Mexico in maintaining a counter-drug effort, 
including Command, Control, Communications, and Information support. 

Intelligence and Operational Coordination 

CBP continues its evolution to become a more integrated, intelligence-driven 
organization and we are in the process of establishing a robust field organization. The 
CBP Office Intelligence and Operations Coordination is in the process of developing 
capabilities which will integrate CBP intelligence and operational elements for more 
effective command and control, mission deployment, and allocation of resources. 

Intelligence gathering and predictive analysis require new collection and processing 
capabilities. CBP is designing an integrated architecture for Law Enforcement Technical 
Collection (LETC) as well as for systems to process and analyze imagery collected from 
aircraft and other platforms. CBP is also developing the Analytical Framework for 
Intelligence (AFI), a set of data processing tools that will improve the effectiveness of 
CBP and other DHS analysts in detecting, locating, and analyzing terrorist networks, 
drug trafficking networks, and similar threats. These intelligence and operational 
coordination initiatives complement SBI’s technology programs. 

Secure Border Initiative (SBD 

The Secure Border Initiative (SBI) is designed to enhance border security. As 
currently configured, SBI contributes to two of the three legs of our border security stool. 

As I previously mentioned, the Border Patrol identified 661 miles along the southwest 
border where persistent impedance was a necessary condition for effective control. In 
those areas, the only cost-effective options to provide persistent impedance are physical 
infrastructure or personnel. Within the miles identified by the Border Patrol, our analysis 
shows that technology is not an adequate substitute. Technology might well allow us to 
watch illicit border crossers blend into the population or travel to a route of egress — but it 
does not delay or impede the crossers long enough to enable an effective response. 

Going forward, the BSFIT appropriation, which is managed by the SBI office, will 
continue to dedicate some funding to additional tactical infrastructure programs. Much 
of the focus, however, will be on high priority infrastructure projects other than fence — 
for example, roads and lighting. With the fence projects largely complete, we will be 
increasing our emphasis on technology within the SBI program - SBIne/. 

We learned of the shortcomings of satellite communications. We learned that even 
commercial, off-the-shelf hardware represents a design challenge when it is assembled in 
new ways into a new system. We learned of the importance for complete and 
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comprehensive engineering and operational tests to confirm the technical design — before 
we put the system in the hands of the end user for actual operations. One of our major 
challenges going forward will be to make prudent, measured, but expeditious progress in 
deploying technology; while simultaneously building a much strong capability for 
technical program management. 

We believe we are effectively addressing all of these critical lessons learned. We 
have adopted an evolutionary, spiral development strategy for the SBIne/ program. 
Essentially, this means we will develop and deploy SBIne/ technologies in reasonable, 
achievable blocks or spirals of capability. Spiral development acknowledges that, 
through deployment of systems, we may identify opportunities or desires to do other 
things or to increase effectiveness. Spiral development supports an interactive dialogue 
between the end user of a system (our agents and officers), and the people who develop 
the system. 

Our recent activity has been focused on SBInet Block 1, which we plan to deploy at 
least through Arizona. We say “at least” because we have not yet determined where 
Block 1 will end and Block 2 will start — but we still do plan deployment of SBInet 
throughout the rest of the southwest border. 

We have developed a very robust program for SBInet Block 1 . It culminated with a 
System Qualification Test (SQT) last December in a specially designed and constructed 
facility at Playas, NM. The Playas facility is an engineering facility but it allows us to 
simulate the operation of the system — end-to-end — in a realistic field environment. At 
Playas, we have an actual, production sensor tower that includes day/night cameras, a 
radar, a receiver for unattended ground sensors (UGS) and a communications capability. 
To simulate operation of multiple towers, Playas also has sensors attached to existing 
buildings and structures at Playas. The system includes the Common Operating Picture 
(COP), which is our command and control system. The COP integrates the various 
sensors— for example, it supports automated cueing and pointing of the cameras so they 
can look at objects detected by the radar or the UGS. The COP also transmits the data to 
a central control center and displays the information for the operators. 

Based on the SQT results, we have confidence in the overall system design. 

However, the system did not pass all of the test objectives. This is not unusual in system 
development and we do not perceive any show-stopper issues. Nonetheless, we must 
make adjustments and design changes, and then re-run elements of the test to confirm 
system performance. We currently expect to complete this effort in March. 

The SQT is the precursor to full approval for system deployment. The SBInet plan is 
to do a small initial deployment this year. The initial deployment will be to two regions 
of Arizona called Tucson-1 and Ajo-1, totaling about 53 miles of border. DHS has 
approved the start of Tucson- 1 for initial work including land clearance and basic 
construction. Under the current schedule, that work will begin in early April. Actual 
integrations of sensors and other systems will begin after SQT issues have been resolved. 
The Tucson-1 system should be available in the summer. We will do an engineering 
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assessment called a System Acceptance Test (SAT) to ensure we built the same system 
we tested in Playas. After that, we will turn the system over to the Border Patrol for a 
formal Operational Test. 

We are scheduled to start deployment of Ajo-1 in early Summer, pending the 
successful resolution of any open SQT issues and remaining environmental and land use 
issues. Ajo-1 is located within a wilderness area, so we are working closely with the 
Department of the Interior to ensure proper consideration and mitigation of any 
environmental concerns. 

Based on results of the engineering tests, results of the Border Patrol Operational 
Testing, and experience with the actual construction of the two initial deployment areas, 
we will request approval from DHS for full deployment of SBInet Block 1 . Current plans 
call for that request very near the end of calendar year 2009. Our anticipated completion 
of Block 1 is between 2011 and 2012, depending on availability of funding. 

In parallel with the Block 1 deployment, CBP is taking steps to strengthen program 
management and engineering capabilities. SBI has reorganized so it can focus on 
development of core competencies for government program management — including 
business management operations, systems engineering, and contracting. In addition, CBP 
is establishing a stronger function to integrate operational requirements. This will give 
stronger voice to the agents and officers who will ultimately use the system. 

SBIner will also contribute to CBP’s overall effort to enhance security on the northern 
border. Using $20 million provided by Congress in 2007 and augmented by other CBP 
funds, SBI will deploy existing systems (currently used on the southwest border) to select 
areas on the northern border. These include Remote Video Surveillance Systems 
(RVSS), which are day and night camera systems, in Detroit and Buffalo. It also includes 
three Mobile Surveillance Systems (MSSs), which consist of radar and day and night 
cameras. Two MSSs will be deployed to the S wanton Sector and one will be deployed to 
Detroit. The RVSSs and MSSs will begin deployment this Spring. These systems will 
serve two main purposes. First, although they were not specifically designed for the 
northern border, we expect they will provide some immediate capability. Secondly, they 
will provide us information about how these types of systems work in the northern border 
environment. We can then use that information to help us a design a longer-term SBIner 
solution for the northern border. 

Within the SBI 2009 appropriation, $40 million will go toward further northern 
border technology investments and will compliment projects that are currently underway 
this year. CBP is reviewing a recently completed DHS study of technology opportunities 
on the northern border. Based on these inputs, along with input from CBP operational 
elements, we expect to develop an implementation plan by this Spring. We expect the 
plan will include, among other things, significant emphasis on demonstrations of sensor 
and operational integration. 
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Conclusion 


Mr. Chairman and members of the Subcommittee, your continued support of CBP 
has led to many positive outcomes in border security and improvements in travel and 
trade facilitation. These investments are paying off each day and the recent investments 
in CBP’s aging infrastructure will soon be evident. The resources we put at our border, 
whether it’s people, technology, or tactical infrastructure enhance our ability to address 
all hazards and all threats at our nation’s borders. 

We believe the next logical investment is in the workforce itself. A very 
important aspect to our staffing is being sure that our officers and agents have the right 
training, pay, and benefits commensurate with their complex and often dangerous work. 
Over the next year, we will be looking closely at ways to ensure we have the ability to 
recruit, retain, and compensate our workforce. 


Thank you for the opportunity to describe our plans for border security and to 
highlight some of our progress to date. With your continued support of DHS, CBP and 
ICE, I am confident that we will continue to make tremendous strides in increasing 
control of our borders. 


I look forward to your questions. 
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OPERATIONAL CONTROL VERSUS EFFECTIVE CONTROL 

Mr. Price. And thanks to all of you for being here. Let me start 
us off by asking some questions about the term of art that you used 
to describe the results of our efforts, namely operational control, 
exactly what the projections are and how that is achieved in terms 
of infrastructure. Operational control is a key measure of SBI effec- 
tiveness. As I understand it, DHS assigns four levels of control 
ranging from “remote low activity” for the lowest level of control to 
“effective control,” the level of which CBP can generally detect and 
appropriately respond to and resolve illegal entry. Such control also 
entails being able to achieve what you call persistent impedance of 
illegal crossing. 

DHS reports that between October of 2005 and October of 2008, 
the percentage of the Southwest border miles under effective con- 
trol grew from 12 percent to 31 percent. That is 625 miles, almost 
a third of the border. Mr. Ahern or Mr. Aguilar, I would appreciate 
your bringing us up to date on that figure so far in fiscal 2009. 
Also, how does that relate to the construction of fencing? We ask 
on this Subcommittee, as you well know, for an expenditure plan 
and some detailed justifications for the fence construction that you 
had projected. We caught a little flak for that, but as a matter of 
fact, it was nothing less than we would ask of any major govern- 
mental expenditure. 

And the Department worked with us cooperatively in providing 
detailed information segment-by-segment on the plans for fence 
construction. We were puzzled at the time because for at least 25 
segments of the border, for which border fencing was proposed, you 
described those segments as already being under, “effective con- 
trol.” However, the argument we understood was that to sustain 
this without a physical fence could require increases, maybe vast 
increases in border patrol deployments. 

Now, this raised the question whether we were maybe skewing 
too much toward a physical fence, a physical infrastructure as the 
way to deal with this problem as opposed to a mixture of ap- 
proaches. So in the context that you said this morning, I would like 
to hear you reflect on that. There, of course, is an uncanny resem- 
blance between the number of miles you describe as being under 
“effective control” and the number of miles of fence that we have 
constructed. But I gather you are not necessarily arguing for a 1- 
to-1 equivalence. Does “effective control” mean something more or 
different from an area with physical infrastructure? After all, you 
described early on areas without fencing as a number of them as 
being under “effective control.” If it is not a 1-to-l equivalence, how 
much of the improvement and security is due to more infrastruc- 
ture? How much “effective control” on the other hand is due to ad- 
ditional or more mobile or better coordinated Border Patrol agents? 

Are you, in fact, redeploying agents that are freed up by the con- 
struction of new fencing to achieve “effective control” in nonfenced 
areas? So bring us up to date on the “effective control” mileage, if 
you will, but also help us understand the kinds of infrastructure 
that are relevant to achieving “effective control.” 

Mr. Ahern. Thank you very much. I will just give a very broad 
overview, then I will ask the Chief of the Border Patrol to give a 
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more specific detailed answer to you. But I think certainly, as I be- 
lieve we have made significant attempts to explain to this Sub- 
committee and others, that the strategy is to make sure that we 
have a combination of personnel infrastructure and the technology. 
There is no single solution to gaining “effective control” in the oper- 
ational environment. That is why it was essential for the national 
Chief of the Border Patrol to deal with the Southwest border sec- 
tors to have that mile-by-mile assessment done that led to a lot of 
the analysis of alternatives we did for this Subcommittee back in 
the fall of this year. 

But certainly as far as the types of fencing, whether it be pedes- 
trian fence or vehicle fence, that was done based on assessments, 
again, based on smuggling patterns, based on what we saw from 
an intelligence perspective, and based on the experience of the indi- 
viduals in those locations. And we have seen dramatic shifts for 
some of the patterns that have occurred. We can certainly speak 
to some of the numbers in the Yuma sector where we have seen 
just dramatic drops for the apprehension to that environment. It is 
significant. But clearly as far as the types of infrastructure, it does 
need to be complemented with people to be able to respond once we 
have actually slowed down some of these individuals that have 
been previously able to drive through our Nation’s borders. That 
was unacceptable. And the technology to be able to spot this so we 
can have a more enhanced response time. So it is a complementary 
package in each one of these environments that needs to be as- 
sessed. One of the things that I don’t believe we have done a good 
enough job on over the last couple of years is to express that it is 
not a single solution. It is not just fence, it is not just SBInet, it 
is not just more people. It has to be a well thought-out strategy 
that this Border Patrol and this Agency have put together. The 
Chief might like to go ahead and elaborate further. 

Chief Aguilar. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for asking that ques- 
tion, because it always comes up and we always take the oppor- 
tunity to explain in such a fashion that it makes sense, because we 
do need to be held accountable for the amounts of money that we 
are spending. One of the first things I would like to begin with is 
what “effective control” means. Effective control means giving our 
agency the ability to detect, deter, identify any kind of illegal incur- 
sion between our ports of entry. The ability to classify it, identify 
it, and bring it to some kind of resolution. 

Now, as the Acting Commissioner said, one of the things that 
comes into play is that each piece of the border, there is an enforce- 
ment model, if you will, that is designed by the chiefs that has 
ownership over that piece of the border that takes into account 
what it is that he or she needs in order to bring each one of those 
components to bear on the criminal organizations that are oper- 
ating on our border. The term is “persistent impedance”. Persistent 
impedance refers to the outcome produced by some kind of barrier, 
whether it is pedestrian or vehicular barrier, that is placed only in 
those areas where the chiefs believe it is absolutely necessary. But 
that is only one piece of the enforcement model. Because along with 
that persistent impedance where it is required we need the right 
amount of personnel and the technology to give us that full enforce- 
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ment model that then creates that capability for our people to keep 
those illegal incursions from happening. 

One of the things that you talked about in your opening state- 
ment, Mr. Chairman, was the fact that San Diego did see an in- 
crease last year. We fully expected that. The reason we expect that 
is because the cartels, which basically for the longest time in this 
country’s history, basically felt as if they owned the border, they 
acted with impunity. Well, when we were slowly addressing in a 
post-9/11 world our border, we would address with either personnel 
a very small amount of technology and very small amount of tac- 
tical infrastructure. There would be a displacement within what 
they felt was a piece of border that they owned. 

Over the last 3 years, we have applied so much technology, so 
many personnel and tactical infrastructure that the displacement 
now is coming across several cartel areas of operation. That results 
in some of the infighting, some of the border violence that we are 
seeing. They are fighting for territory that they no longer operate 
with impunity. 

Today what we are seeing is, in the area of success, for example, 
we are seeing Ultralights flying over our fences and below our ra- 
dars, our AMOC, trying to penetrate our forces. We have detected 
over 102 tunnels since 1990, 89 to 90 of them post-9/11, because 
of what we have added to the border. The personnel that we have 
added, all of these things have made a world of difference on our 
borders. The 25 segments that we talked about that were already 
under control, we fully expected and anticipated that as we gained 
control of these pieces of border, these parcels of border, there will 
be a back flow into some of these areas that were previously under 
control. That is the back flow that we are seeing now. But the 
chiefs have designed the number of personnel, the type and amount 
of tactical infrastructure and the technology that is coming, to give 
us that entire persistent impedance of any kind of flow that comes 
at our borders. 


COST FOR EFFECTIVE CONTROL 

Mr. Price. Could you give us the figure, either you or Mr. Ahern, 
the estimated figure for “effective control” as of the end of this fis- 
cal year and some indication of the extent to which that simply co- 
incides with the amount of fence constructed? And I guess another 
way to ask the question would be are there areas where the fence 
has been constructed that you don’t deem to be under “effective 
control” because of various evasive efforts? 

Chief Aguilar. Well, that is a very important question, because 
one of the things that the chiefs have termed now in the field is 
the fence that existed before we took on building the fence, the 660 
miles of fence, was basically put together by the border patrol. We 
used to weld it ourselves, we used to put it up with landing mat 
fence and things of this nature. The designs that Mr. Borkowski 
are putting forth now are designs that stand up to what is coming 
across at us. Having said that, the actual strengths that we had 
in the past pre-660 miles have now become some of our weak- 
nesses, because the new infrastructure that we have put up is so 
strong that they are going back to some of the old fencing areas, 
if you will, trying to find a way to come into the country. What the 
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criminal organizations are looking for, Mr. Chairman, is the infra- 
structure that exists south of us in Mexico in order to stage, in 
order to jump off into the United States. But the successes have 
been tremendous on holding them back. 

Some of the things that we used, for example, is the violence 
against our officers. As the Acting Commissioner pointed out, the 
violence and the type of violence against our officers has gone up. 
We actually use that as a measure of our success. We are starting 
to see where the displacement is going into areas where we never 
intended to use fence. Now, we are going through a transformation 
of the border. Are there areas where the chiefs today deem that 
they do not need fence where they may in the future? That may 
be a situation that we are looking at. We don’t anticipate that to 
be a large number. 

PERCENTAGE ESTIMATE FOR EFFECTIVE CONTROL 

Mr. Price. Mr. Ahern, what would be the percentage estimate for 
the end of fiscal 2009 for effective control? 

Mr. Ahern. I think we would be better served if we actually gave 
you a detailed written response on what we project as we go on for 
the rest of the year. As we have got the 610 miles that are cur- 
rently done, we have the remaining of the 661 that will actually 
be done over the next couple of months, as well as we have gone 
through getting the orders of possession from the court down in the 
Rio Grande south Texas area. And as we go ahead and begin the 
deployment for the additional mobile surveillance systems and we 
actually do stabilize the deployment for the Tucson-1 and the Ajo- 
1 deployment of the SBInet technology for an additional 53 miles, 
I think we would be best served for you if we actually provided that 
detailed response of what we project as we add all these things in- 
crementally forward towards gaining that level of control by the 
end of the fiscal year. 

Mr. Price. Fine. Please do that. And do as much as you can to 
square this up with the kind of technology that is deployed over 
these miles that you are estimating will be under “effective con- 
trol”. Mr. Rogers. 

[The information follows:] 

Chairman Price. What percentage of the Southwest Border does CBO estimate 
will be under effective control by the end of fiscal year 2009. 

We estimate that 34.2% of the southwest border (683 miles) will be under effective 
control by the end of fiscal year 2009. 

COMPLETED FENCING 

Mr. Rogers. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Well, briefly on the 
point the Chairman has raised. As I understand it, you now have 
completed 307 miles of pedestrians fencing, is that correct, which 
is about 86 percent of what you had intended to complete? As I un- 
derstand it, the optimist is 358 miles, right? 

Mr. Ahern. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rogers. And you have made 307 of those miles with fenc- 
ing? 

Mr. Ahern. 309 actually for pedestrian fence. 

Mr. Rogers. All right. And of vehicular fencing you have com- 
pleted 300 of the planned 303 miles, right? 
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Mr. Ahern. 301. 301 and the 309 give us our 610 figure cur- 
rently. 

Mr. Rogers. All right. And of the fencing yet to be completed, 
most of that, if not all, is in Texas, where I understand you have 
had some complications with land condemnation cases that has 
held you up on building the fence there, right? 

Mr. Ahern. That is absolutely correct. We have had several chal- 
lenges in court that still remain. 

attempts to go over fencing 

Mr. Rogers. Where you have built a fence have we seen at- 
tempts to get over the fence or tear it down or what have you? Who 
can answer that? 

Mr. Ahern. Certainly I think both the Chief and I can speak to. 
When we were out going to fly us to Mexico last week just the day 
prior that we were arriving out there, that we did see an attempt 
to go ahead and ramp one of the vehicle fences. But I think one 
of the key factors here is it does go ahead and slow down their abil- 
ity to gain entry into the United States. And just observing it from 
the air as we were flying from El Paso out to New Mexico what 
had previously been heavily scarred surface areas actually is now 
starting to diminish greatly which shows to us that there is not 
that number of driving coming through in those remote areas. So 
if you want to respond to that, David. 

Chief Aguilar. The only thing I would add, Congressman, is that 
the fence is not a solution in and of itself. It still needs to be pro- 
tected by the agent and we still need the technology in order to de- 
tect any kind of attempted defeat of the fence also to include tun- 
nels; the Ultralights that I talked about flying just above it, the 
rampings, the ladders and things of that nature. So it is that prop- 
er mix that gives us that capability. 

REDUCTION IN APPREHENSIONS 

Mr. Rogers. Can you attribute the reduction in apprehensions in 
some measure to the fencing? 

Chief Aguilar. Yes, sir we can. We can, based on what we refer 
to as overall activity, third-party indicators, the smuggling activity 
that occurs south of us in Mexico. We gauge that both on social im- 
pacts, on the staging areas in Mexico, information from the govern- 
ment of Mexico as to what is happening, the levels of traffic that 
are occurring and things of this nature. One of the things that I 
think we can now associate with the level of success of the fence 
as a part of the enforcement model is what is happening within the 
cartels, the violence. It is because of the impedance that we have 
established as some of these historical areas that they used to oper- 
ate with impunity, that they are now fighting themselves for what 
is remaining of the border that they consider to be an opportunity 
of free flow. And that is where they are fighting for those rem- 
nants. 


VIRTUAL fence 

Mr. Rogers. Mr. Borkowski, the rest is up to you, as they say. 
That is the SBInet, which is supposed to be using electronic and 
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modern day means where we can’t build or have not built a fence 
to build a virtual fence. And we have been at this now for many 
years and we have been disappointed along the way quite a bit. In 
fact, frustrated I think is the word that all of us and you and oth- 
ers down there have used. Now, you are a former Air Force aero- 
space engineer, a rocket scientist. And I have got confidence that 
a rocket scientist can get us out of this mess. Help me out. 

Mr. Borkowski. Yes, those were the good old days, Mr. Con- 
gressman. I don’t think it is going to take rocket science to get us 
out of this mess. I do think that some of the principles, the rigor, 
the discipline that rocket scientists and others apply to problems 
will help us with this mess, and that is what we are going to try 
to bring to this. I would just like to say that it is actually not the 
rest up to me. SBInet is a very significant contributor to this, and 
we intend to deliver on our obligations to contribute to this. 

But again, there is a great deal more to this than me. There are 
the agents on the ground, there is our Air and Marine resources. 
And I think what we will be spending a great deal of time doing 
over the next couple of years as we deliver, and I understand we 
owe you a commitment to deliver, as we deliver is starting to think 
more carefully about how we apply all of those things in an inte- 
grated way. So while we are a very important part, and yes we are 
committed to even bringing rocket science if that is what it takes 
to this, we are one part of a much bigger picture that we think we 
can bring to bear on the problem. 

Mr. Rogers. Tell us where we are. 

Mr. Borkowski. Okay. Where we are. We have designed what 
we refer to now as SBInet Block 1, SBInet technology Block 1. That 
Block 1 is, and it implies, that there will be other blocks. So what 
we are doing is we are taking a measured step here in providing 
something that is good. The SBInet Block 1 consists of hardware. 
That hardware is fixed towers. Those towers have cameras and ra- 
dars on them. It includes a command and control capability, which 
we call the COP, the common operating picture. That common op- 
erating picture basically can integrate the activity of cameras and 
radars and in effect the unattended ground systems that Mr. Ahern 
mentioned earlier, and can give you a common picture. So it can 
link a radar track, for example, to a camera so it can link what one 
tower sees to what another tower sees. So that is the SBInet Block 
1 design. 

What we have done over about the past 9 months to a year is 
tightened up that design and tested it. And Mr. Ahern mentioned 
to you that the facility in Playas, New Mexico, which is a facility 
that can put this whole system together so we can test it together, 
we can test multiple towers, we can actually build the real produc- 
tion tower we intend to use. We can have vehicles, people, vehicles, 
animals go through the desert there and detect how well we can 
detect them, how well we can respond to them, how well we can 
link cameras and radars to unintended ground systems, how that 
does or doesn’t improve our response, and we can even use it to 
allow the agents to start to experiment how they will adapt to their 
operations with this technology. 

That Block 1 went through a series of tests culminating in some- 
thing called system qualification test down at Playas that took 
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place in December. That is a test that is designed to stress the sys- 
tem. That test went reasonably well, but not completely well, 
frankly. It did demonstrate the fundamental soundness of the de- 
sign but it did leave us with open issues which we are in the proc- 
ess of closing. Pending closure of those issues we intend to begin 
deployment of Block 1 into two areas of Arizona. We call them Tuc- 
son-1 and Ajo-1. Those are the two areas that Mr. Ahern men- 
tioned earlier that are about 53 total miles of border. There are two 
purposes of doing that in a kind of measured way. And one is so 
that we can put a system out there that the border patrol itself can 
evaluate. 

In other words, we are spending time at this point, convincing 
the engineers that the system is effective. And we are about to 
complete that confirmation but it is very important that we get a 
reading from the Border Patrol about whether or not it is effective. 
So we need to deploy this in a real Border Patrol environment so 
that the Border Patrol can make that assessment. We want to de- 
ploy in two places because we want to convince ourselves we can 
build these things, we can build them on a schedule, we can build 
them for cost and we can do that in more than one area. That is 
the focus of activity this year for SBInet Block 1. It leads to a deci- 
sion scheduled toward the end of the calendar year or early next 
year. And that decision will basically evaluate all of these results 
and say yes this is the system we want or no it is not. 

We are presuming the answer will be yes. And that will lead to 
a decision to deploy fully throughout Arizona. That deployment 
would be scheduled to complete in 2011 or 2012, depending on 
budget decisions and priorities. So that is the quick summary of 
SBInet as applied to the Southwest border. 

SBINET AREAS 

Mr. Rogers. I am holding a map here that shows the border of 
Arizona with Mexico, and the two red areas are the two test areas 
that you are establishing that you described, is that correct? 

Mr. Borkowski. Yes. And they are not intended to be test areas. 
Let me be clear about that so that we don’t have any 
misperceptions. At the point we deploy those, that is an operational 
system. It is my assertion to the chief that that is the operational 
system. It is not a prototype, it is a system we expect to work. 
However, we are putting the two in before we give go ahead for all 
of the rest because we still do need to give the Chief an opportunity 
to say yes in fact this system works the way I want it to work be- 
fore we give full approval through the rest of Arizona. But yes, 
those areas that you have cited there are the two areas we are 
talking about. 

Mr. Rogers. Well, our patience is running real thin, because we 
have been at this now for several years and we were led to believe 
at the onset it was not a big deal. It has turned into a big deal. 
The Boeing contract has been severely criticized, and so we are ex- 
pecting results. Can you — at this time next year — when you come 
back here tell us this is a success 100 percent? 

Mr. Borkowski. If I cannot tell you that, I will have failed. So 
I expect not to fail, so I expect to give you that answer a year from 
now. 
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Mr. Rogers. Thank you. 
Mr. Price. Mr. Farr. 


SBINET COST 

Mr. Farr. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Just a follow-up question 
on that. How much is the total cost of SBInet? 

Mr. Borkowski. In terms of going through 

Mr. Farr. Just a price, what is the total price? 

Mr. Borkowski. We have about $600 million that we have ap- 
plied to SBInet to this point. 

Mr. Farr. How much is the entire program budgeted? It is in the 
billions, right? 

Mr. Borkowski. Pardon me? 

Mr. Farr. It is in the billions, isn’t it? 

Mr. Borkowski. Oh, yes, it certainly is, sir. 

Mr. Farr. Do you know how many billion? 

Mr. Borkowski. In the expenditure plan we talk about $6.7 bil- 
lion. 

Mr. Farr. $6.7 billion. How much of that is spent on the Cana- 
dian border? 

Mr. Borkowski. Of the $6.7 billion in that plan, about $100 mil- 
lion. 

Mr. Farr. $100 million. 

Mr. Borkowski. About on the order of $100 million from SBInet. 
Now, there are other investments on the northern border, but from 
SBInet, that is about right. 

integrated border enforcement teams 

Mr. Farr. Thank you. I wanted to ask Mr. Ahern, I really en- 
joyed reading your testimony. I started thinking more questions 
than we have time for. But one of them is last week ICE was in 
here. And ICE’s budget, they have a $6 billion budget. They said 
they have 20,000 employees. I read yours and you have a $7 billion 
budget and 20,000 employees. And then when we get these drug 
seizures you were talking about the submarines, interesting, be- 
cause the Coast Guard also takes credit for that. 

What I think this whole discussion is about, frankly, it is really 
about the Mexican border and it is really about a lot of innocent 
people trying to get here to get a better job and make money. And 
we are putting a lot of effort into it. And it seems to me that we 
are not, and I think Mr. Rogers’ opening statement was about a lot 
of violence going on on that border. And what I am very interested 
in is that you have created, you are very interested in the IBET 
program, the Integrated Border Enforcement. And you talk about 
that between Canada and the United States as a model of bi-na- 
tional collaborative efforts in securing our shared border. Do we 
have an IBET with Mexico? 

BEST TEAMS ON SOUTHWEST BORDER 

Mr. Ahern. Currently on the southwest border we have the 
BEST teams that are there. 

Mr. Farr. Is it bilateral? 
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Mr. Ahern. There are representatives from the government of 
Mexico and some of the BEST task forces, yes. 

Mr. Farr. Is it the same as the Canadian one, is it that inte- 
grated? 

Mr. Ahern. I would say as far as you need to look at IBETs and 
BESTs as kind of two different iterations. The integrated border 
enforcement teams actually began many years ago where you did 
have a lot of the intelligence and the interdiction focus. When ICE 
actually developed the BEST concept, I believe it was last fiscal 
year, perhaps the end of 2007 and beginning of 2008, it was actu- 
ally to bring the investigative piece to the entire wheel of enforce- 
ment that had been lacking prior, so we think that is a complemen- 
tary program as you go forward. 

WEAPONS SMUGGLING INTO MEXICO 

Mr. Farr. Well, it seems to me the ounce of prevention is really 
trying to do as much as we can to try to collaborate with Mexico. 
I mean, you, and I am very sorry for the officers that were threat- 
ened and attacked, I mean that is a serious issue, but, of course, 
Mexico is pretty concerned that 850 of their police and soldiers 
were killed. And it seems to me that you are also very proud in 
your testimony about the ability to stop the smuggling of weapons 
into the United States. And I am wondering why your ability to 
nonintrusively screen and examine cargo and conveyance allows to 
more effectively interdict weapons of mass effect and other contra- 
band, how come we can do it coming in but not going out? 

Mr. Ahern. I think it just goes back to as far as the way that 
the operational process has been laid out. We don’t have the facili- 
ties, we don’t have the technology or the personnel to be able to do 
redundant processing for things exiting the country. And that is 
one of the things that the current Secretary is asking us to do in 
a more robust way, is doing more southbound processing for vehi- 
cles of people going into Mexico that could be taking money and 
weapons. 

Mr. Farr. The other day, the Washington Post and New York 
Times had articles about the 12,000 gun stores on just the Arizona 
and Texas borders alone. Is it the responsibility of ICE, is it the 
responsibility of ATF, is it the responsibility of Customs and Bor- 
der Protection? Who is the responsible entity for policing those gun 
shops? You saw the pictures of those weapons, they aren’t little 
hunting rifles, these are big assault weapons and everything, and 
grenade launchers and all kinds of things. Which agency is respon- 
sible for policing that? 

Mr. Ahern. I think, first off, it is a shared responsibility not only 
just within the agencies here in the United States, but also with 
Mexico as well. Certainly Mexico can be doing more for the inbound 
processing of people and things coming into their country. 

Mr. Farr. Can we help them? Can we give them resources and 
so on? 

Mr. Ahern. That is going to be part of the Merida initiative 
about building capacity, providing training, providing technology to 
build a capacity at their borders. But certainly as far as to make 
sure that we actually look in a much more thoughtful way of being 
intelligence driven, investigative information driven so that we can 
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do southbound processing going into Mexico to make sure that we 
have the ability to apprehend the weapons. Also we have taken a 
look just within the last couple of months at a couple of things be- 
yond just the money. For fiscal year 2009 to date, we have actually 
had $23 million in money being smuggled in these southbound 
lanes going into Mexico. One of the things that is a challenge oper- 
ationally without having 100 percent requirement to process every- 
body and everything going into Mexico is smuggling organizations 
can wait. If they see us doing an enforcement operation or a south- 
bound operation or a protocol, they just pull off and wait until we 
actually pull back and it becomes a high stakes game of cat and 
mouse. So being intelligence driven and having the use of tech- 
nology gives us a much better opportunity for success. 

Mr. Farr. I don’t have any time left, but I just want to say that 
I think it is as important that we do bilateral investment in profes- 
sionalizing, upgrading and sharing intel information with Mexico 
as we do with Canada. And I think that if we did that in a smarter 
way the burden wouldn’t just be on one side of the border. It is a 
two sides to this issue. And it seems to me that we are ignoring 
our responsibility for what we are smuggling into Mexico from our 
side, and we are only paying concentration on what they are smug- 
gling into the United States. And we can’t win this war against the 
cartels, which I don’t know of any country that supports them, un- 
less we have a lot stronger collaborative relationships, and I do 
think we need to build those better with Mexico. 

Mr. Price. Thank you. We will have a chance on the second 
panel to address more explicitly the violence on the border and also 
the international cooperative efforts. Mr. Calvert. 

smuggler’s gulch 

Mr. Calvert. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Ahern, I live a cou- 
ple hours from the border in California. I am down south. So I have 
been on the border a number of times. And I have been reviewing 
your advancement of building the physical barrier along the border. 
One area that was a concern to me and my predecessor Duncan 
Hunter was the so-called Smuggler’s Gulch. And I was there just 
prior to the letting of that contract. I know it has been a constant 
problem in the San Diego area. Can you provide us an update on 
what is going on with that contract? 

Mr. Ahern. Sir, actually that construction is substantially under- 
way at this particular point in time, and actually the conclusion 
should be happening in the very near future. When you look at the 
amount of earth that has actually been moved there to bring the 
operational control it has been substantial. We can provide you an 
exact answer on that. I don’t know if the Chief or Mark would like 
to give the update on that particular project. 

Chief Aguilar. The Smuggler’s Gulch is probably one of the most 
prominent successes we have had out there. That one area of a lit- 
tle over a mile used to be one of our most problematic areas in the 
most problematic sector in the Nation. As we speak, finishing 
touches are being placed on Smuggler’s Gulch. Once that is up 
completely we will have basically finished off what started off 
about 16 years ago as a directive for us to finish. We have acceler- 
ated to a point that it is literally being done within a year’s time 
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from when we actually started with a contract on things of that na- 
ture. 

[The information follows:] 

The construction of Smugglers Gulch is mostly complete, with two remaining ac- 
tivities to be performed: 

1. The contractor will attempt to begin seeding in the fall to meet the minimum 
requirement for vegetative coverage in the project area. 

CBP is working with the local power company and the contractor to provide power 
hookup for lights and gates in this area. Until a permanent power hookup is estab- 
lished San Diego Sector Border Patrol plans to supply power via temporary gener- 
ator. 


METHAMPHETAMINE IMPORTATION 

Mr. Calvert. Great. I look forward to getting over there and 
looking at the results of that. I also co-chair the meth caucus here 
in the House. As you know, methamphetamine probably is one of 
the larger problems of drug importation from Mexico, and one of 
the reasons why this violence is taking place in Mexico. So I see 
this physical barrier, not just physical barrier from people trying 
to enter the United States, a physical barrier from trying to keep 
this drug from coming into the United States. What kind of results 
are you seeing as far as limiting the amount of importation of 
methamphetamine as far as along the southern border? 

Mr. Ahern. One of the things I will give you is a couple of 
things. First up, on the methamphetamine, what we are seeing at 
the ports of entry we have actually seen the increase of meth- 
amphetamine coming up at about 79 percent increase over last 
year, so that the seizures are going up. But I think more important 
than the seizures it is actually taking the precursors off before they 
go to Mexico. And we have some undertakings that I won’t speak 
about in this open hearing without actually identifying a lot of the 
precursor chemicals that actually do go to Mexico that actually 
transit the United States on commercial vessels that we actually 
have had some very successful opportunities in making sure that 
we identify those before they get into Mexico to start to get put into 
the meth labs down there. 

EFFECTIVENESS OF PHYSICAL AND VIRTUAL FENCE 

Mr. Calvert. Also, the debate we are having today on the phys- 
ical fence versus the virtual fence or a combination of both, do you 
see more results as far as apprehensions and the ability to stop 
folks from coming across the border with a physical fence, a virtual 
fence or a combination of both? Let us get your opinion on that. 

Chief Aguilar. It is going to be a combination of both, sir. The 
physical fence, whether it is a vehicle barrier or a pedestrian bar- 
rier, is specifically to create what we refer to as persistent imped- 
ance, which basically addresses a time distance factor that is a part 
of the enforcement model. Time distance in that the persistent im- 
pedance gives our agents the time and the capability to respond. 
What is very critical is the ability to detect by virtual means, by 
technological means, to not only detect, but very importantly, as 
Mr. Borkowski pointed out, to tag and track that incursion over a 
given area of operation. In some cases, we would like to tag and 
track for hours at a time. In some case we can’t afford that luxury. 
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It is only a matter of minutes because of the areas in which we are 
working. So it is that combination of both that makes us solid on 
the border. 


REPAIRS TO FENCING 

Mr. Calvert. How often do you have to maintain — I have been 
on the border a number of times. I noticed almost every time peo- 
ple try to defeat your fencing system, and either welding or using 
helicopters. I was up there where one of your agents were telling 
me about using physical cranes to get people across and the rest. 
How often do you have to maintain that? Do we have to have crews 
every day going along and trying to fix the areas in which folks are 
trying to break it down? 

Chief Aguilar. Well, like any good property owner, any good 
ranch owner, we actually ride the fence on a daily basis in order 
to identify where attempted breaches have occurred. Now, the good 
news is, is that the fence that are being designed and placed today 
are designed with those attempted breaches in mind. So those have 
been mitigated, those have been minimized. But the human factor 
is they are going to try to defeat them, they are going to try to 
knock down those bollards, they are going to try and ramp over 
them. Hydraulic ramps are being used, I am not going to say on 
a daily basis, but pretty often on our fences out there. 

Mr. Price. Thank you. Mr. Rothman. 

NUMBER OF ILLEGAL IMMIGRANTS COMING ACROSS THE BORDER 

Mr. Rothman. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I would like to get a 
bigger picture of where we have been and where we are today and 
what you anticipate for the future in terms of illegal immigration 
into the United States. So if you will, let us say that 3 years ago, 
we would assign the number of 100 to the number of illegal immi- 
grants crossing our borders from the south and north. What num- 
ber would you give that today reflecting an accurate number of ille- 
gal immigrants crossing those borders? 

Chief Aguilar. Well, I can give you approximate numbers on 
those 3 years. Last year we finished off the fiscal year with appre- 
hensions totaling 723,000 between the ports of entry. The year be- 
fore that was about 

Mr. Rothman. Excuse me, Chief. I didn’t ask that. I asked not 
your number of apprehensions, how many of illegal immigrants are 
crossing those borders? 

Chief Aguilar. To include the ones that we didn’t get. 

Mr. Rothman. Correct, sir. 

Chief Aguilar. We are asked that question time and again, and 
there has not been anybody, both in the academic or enforcement 
field, that has been able to figure that out, sir. 

Mr. Rothman. No one in our government has any idea how many 
illegal immigrants are coming in? 

Chief Aguilar. No, that is a bottom line. 

Mr. Rothman. Do each of you three gentlemen share that same 
opinion? 

Chief Aguilar. We share the opinion that, I believe we share the 
opinion, I know my opinion is that we are more successful today 
than we have in the past. We are stemming the flow, not only be- 
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cause of the numbers, both the theoretical and the actual numbers, 
but what we are seeing to support the numbers that we are seeing. 

Mr. Rothman. Then give me a — I will assume by their silence 
they are acquiescing to your statement that they don’t have any 
idea either. You don’t even have a — do you have a guess? Is it 10 
million a year crossing, 100 million, 1 billion, more or less than 1 
billion? 

Chief Aguilar. It won’t be 1 billion, I can tell you that. 

Mr. Rothman. Okay. Can you narrow it down more than that? 

Chief Aguilar. No. I would not venture to give that, because 
again some of the best thinkers in this Nation have tried that; uni- 
versities, colleges. 

Mr. Rothman. Chief, with all due respect, American people are 
going to find that hard to swallow that you can’t tell much less — 
give or take 1 billion. I can understand maybe you don’t want to 
get nailed down to thousands or a couple of hundred. Can I ask for 
that for the record to the extent that someone in your operation 
wants to rethink the answer to that question, please? 

Chief Aguilar. Yes. 

NUMBER OF APPREHENSIONS 

Mr. Rothman. Thank you. Then please, Chief, give me the num- 
ber of apprehensions again 3 years ago versus today? 

Chief Aguilar. About 3 years ago, it would have been about clos- 
er to 900,000; 819,000 2 years ago; 723,000 last fiscal year. 

Mr. Rothman. Okay. Now, people can say you know the anticipa- 
tion rate having gone down as a result of one or two things, you 
are catching more or you are catching less. You are deterring more 
by catching, by having caught so many 3 years ago, or people are 
getting around your defense mechanisms and are coming in not- 
withstanding that. How do we know as a committee, as a Congress, 
which it is, since you don’t know how many are coming in in total? 

Chief Aguilar. There are several factors that come into play. 
One prime example that is used, for example, is remittances into 
Mexico for people to come into this country specifically for work 
purposes, those have fallen dramatically. At a peak I believe it was 
about 24 billion. Last year I believe it was down to about 16 billion, 
and I will have to verify those for you. 

Mr. Rothman. But Chief, can’t that be related to more illegals 
being out of work? 

Chief Aguilar. Absolutely, and not crossing, because we are not 
seeing them. 

Mr. Rothman. How about those who are here out of work and 
simply here and out of work and not sending money home because 
they are using whatever money they do make here to pay their liv- 
ing expenses here? 

Chief Aguilar. If they are here we wouldn’t see them on the bor- 
der, sir. 

Mr. Rothman. So again, that doesn’t strike me as a completely 
accurate or foolproof way of figuring out how many have come. 
What other indicators do we have, sir, or gentlemen, to know 
whether we are making progress in stopping illegal immigration 
into this country? Any of you other gentlemen? 
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Chief Aguilar. If I might follow up on this. The first thing I feel 
is absolutely critical that we bring out to this question, this is not 
about illegal immigration, this is about all threats on our borders 
of which illegal immigration is but one component, sir. 1.6-1. 8 mil- 
lion pounds of narcotics apprehended last year. 723,000 illegal 
aliens coming across that border. Over 115,000 criminal aliens. 
Over 38,000 OTMs, other than Mexicans. Over 600 special interest 
country aliens coming across. These are the forces that are coming 
at our borders. This is not about illegal immigration. This is about 
everything coming at us that is creating the vulnerabilities because 
of the high levels of activity between our ports of entry, 
vulnerabilities that could be exploited by the people that are really 
looking to do us harm. So it is mitigating everything, not just ille- 
gal immigration. We engage activity levels. 

Mr. Rothman. Okay. I thank you, gentlemen. 

Mr. Price. Thank you. 

Mr. Carter. 

MOVING PEOPLE INTO AREAS WE HAVE A BETTER CHANCE TO 

APPREHEND 

Mr. Carter. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I had another hearing. 
Somehow we have got to figure out how to not have these con- 
flicting hearings, because this is one I really wanted to be at. 

Like my friend Mr. Calvert, I live relatively close to the Mexico 
border. I went to school in Mexico, so I feel pretty close to that part 
of the world. 

Speaker Hastert told me that years ago, way before I came to 
Congress, that he was working with the drug enforcement people. 
The concept was you want to funnel them into areas where you can 
get them, catch them. And so you are trying to move them towards 
the port of entries as best you can, make it harder and harder out 
to make them go there so you have an area that you can contain. 

Are we still using that basic concept of protecting our border by 
the fences, by the virtual fences, and the other things that we are 
using to try to move people into areas where you could have a bet- 
ter chance to prevent them from coming in? Is that still our con- 
cept? 

Mr. Ahern. I think that is a fair assessment. I think when you 
take a look at the assessments that were done by the nine South- 
west border chiefs assessing each mile on that border, what is 
needed for the tactical infrastructure, the apprehension rates that 
we are seeing in those particular areas help indicate if we need to 
advise the local and the national chiefs of additional changes that 
need to be made. 

But I think as you talk about opportunities for apprehension, cer- 
tainly each one of those border areas is unique to itself. They are 
not all urban areas. Some of the remote areas you have an oppor- 
tunity for interception further inland across the border where there 
is no impact into any kind of urban society. 

The ports of entry you bring up, though, I think is also a critical 
conversation piece. Certainly, as I stated in my opening statement 
here, we are very pleased that the Congress gave this organization 
$420 million directly to our budget and $300 million to GSA for 
land-border ports of entry infrastructure, because certainly, as we 
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look to channel into these ports of entry, we need to make sure, 
again, the same strategy, the infrastructure, better port facilities, 
the technology. And there was also $100 million for Nil for large- 
scale X-ray systems and the personnel to make sure that we have 
got the right capabilities at the port as we are having that tun- 
neling effect coming into the ports of entry. 

So I think, yes, that strategy is accurate. 

Mr. Carter. And in reality, you get out somewhere around the 
Big Bend country, crossing there is going to be pretty tedious once 
you get into Texas. So nature helps you out a little bit out there 
so you don’t have to spend your resources so thick in that area. 
And people have asked me about fences. I don’t think anybody in 
their right mind would fence out in that part of that world. 

I was with one of your Border Patrol agents, who told me the 
only time he thought about fencing was when he is sitting there 
in the dark in Laredo. If he can just slow them down from going 
across that street, he can catch them; but once they get across that 
four-lane street, they are in amongst people, and he doesn’t know 
who to catch and who not to catch. So at least I got from a guy 
in the trenches that he liked the idea. 

I commend you for doing something that I think is an important 
part of the defense system of this Nation. We, in Texas, know how 
important you are, and we appreciate you. Thank you. 

Mr. Price. Ms. Roybal-Allard. 

WOMEN AND CHILDREN DETAINEES 

Ms. Roybal-Allard. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

I would like to switch gears a little bit and talk about detainees, 
particularly women and children, because some of what I have 
been reading in reports and that I have been hearing are quite 
troubling to me both as an American and as a mother. 

According to a report in 2008 by the Women’s Refugee Commis- 
sion, immigrant youths that are being detained by the Border Pa- 
trol are being kept in cold, crowded cells, sleep on hard cement 
benches, and receive inadequate food and water. And at one facility 
in Texas, children were reported to be without blankets. I am just 
wondering what is being done to address these conditions and to 
make sure that children that are detained are being treated prop- 
erly and humanely at our Border Patrol stations? 

Chief Aguilar. Yes, ma’am. Thank you for that question because 
it is a question that we deal with on an ongoing basis, and we 
should, very frankly, be addressing. 

Let me begin by saying the following: There is probably no group 
of individuals, men and women, that feel more for these children 
and these females that are accompanying them sometimes than the 
men and women of the Border Patrol, who actually see what it is 
they actually go through in getting to the point where they are de- 
tained by us or detained by law enforcement officers and handed 
over to us. 

When they are detained, it is a fair statement to make that the 
Border Patrol is not equipped to house them, nor should we be 
equipped to house them. 

The actual housing is done by ICE. They do a very good job of 
responding to us, but, in addition to that, there is a third agency 
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that gets involved in actually detaining these people on a longer- 
term basis, HHS, Office of Refugee and Resettlement. It is the 
process between the points of detention, handing off to ICE, and 
ICE on to HHS, that unfortunately extends the period of time that 
these children and these females stay in our custody. 

But the policies that we have in place are very strict in that we 
ensure that we feed them, clothe them, provide them with what 
they need to have in the interim as we continue that, as callous 
as it may sound, that hand-off process to the proper department. 

We have come closer together over the last couple of years in 
making sure that we are gaining greater efficiencies between the 
three entities. We have gotten a lot better. But I can assure you, 
Congresswoman, that the men and women of the Border Patrol 
take very good care of these children and these females that we ap- 
prehend, 59,000 last year. 

Ms. Roybal- Allard. How do you account for these reports? Are 
you saying that these are more isolated incidences? 

Chief Aguilar. They are isolated in the sense that when we ap- 
prehend or detain these children, we bring them into our facilities, 
and, as I said, we are not equipped to house them. So when these 
folks visit us, they do see children basically in a detention room cell 
or in a room where they are being given blankets, fed, and things 
of this nature. It is not a proper housing facility, but we can’t do 
anything other than hold them until we can pass them off, hand 
them off to the proper authorities. That does happen, but we focus 
on those situations where we reduce that from happening as often 
as we can. 

Ms. Roybal- Allard. You mentioned that Border Patrol isn’t 
properly trained to really handle women and children. Would you 
consider hiring or working with social workers to ensure they are? 

Chief Aguilar. I wouldn’t say that we are not trained, Congress- 
woman. Our officers do go through a lot of training. 

Ms. Roybal- Allard. I meant trained to work with children. 

Chief Aguilar. Our stations each have, in fact, a juvenile officer 
that handles each one of those specific incidences. ICE also has a 
juvenile officer component that immediately begins when the proc- 
ess starts in order to ensure the effectiveness of that hand-off proc- 
ess. 

Ms. Roybal- Allard. It is just hard to understand, then, when 
you are talking about the different policies and that you see the 
proper treatment of women and children, and we get reports like 
this. For example, there is another report by the human rights 
group that is known as No More Death where immigrants are ap- 
prehended by the Border Patrol officer, are frequently subjected to 
grievous verbal and physical abuse. And it is documented that 
three women were pushed into cactus, were not able to get any 
treatment. 

I am just wondering why, if what you are saying is accurate, why 
is it the Department of Homeland Security, for example, has issued 
38 standards for immigrants held longer than 72 hours, but there 
are no regulations governing the treatment of individuals in short- 
term custody? 

Perhaps there needs to be some kind of very clear guideline so 
these incidents don’t continue to happen. 
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Chief Aguilar. We do have some of those policies. I would be 
glad to share those. 

[The information follows:] 

CBP, Office of Border Patrol (OBP), currently has differing policies on holding im- 
migrants less than 72 hours and longer than 72 hours. These national policies cover 
the short-term custody of persons arrested or detained by OBP and detained in hold 
rooms at stations, checkpoints and processing facilities. These policies also contain 
requirements regarding the handling of juveniles. These policies have been des- 
ignated as “For Official Use Only” and cannot be placed in the record or released 
to the public. DHS staff have provided these policies to the Committees separate 
from this document. 

Mr. Price. Mr. Kirk. 

DRUG GANG MOVEMENT IN THE U.S. 

Mr. Kirk. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

I think I am the only member of this Subcommittee that is a 
graduate of La Universidad Nacional Autonoma in Mexico. 

I watch Mexico very closely. We are seeing a disturbing trend of 
the movement in Mexican drug gangs into the United States. I 
think DEA now estimates about 200 cities that have major Mexi- 
can drug gang presence. And I will just randomly pick out one, Ra- 
leigh, North Carolina, for example, where they happen to be. 

We are seeing a practice, which we do not see in Iraq, now com- 
mon in Mexico, which is beheading and leaving the heads of their 
drug cartel victims in coolers. And apparently this practice has now 
come to Alabama, is now across our border. 

Another common Mexican practice in the drug world is what is 
called the “public statement body dump,” which apparently has 
now moved from northern Mexico into Arizona. And now we have 
had some Rhode Island victims treated exactly the way, I guess, 
the drug cartels would handle them. 

And a new status for the city of Phoenix, that is now the kidnap 
capital of the world, with more kidnappings in Phoenix, I think, 
than in Baghdad. 

So let me ask you this: We have had a great debate on the fence, 
but we have seen another fence being built in the last couple of 
years, and that is the fence that Israel has built opposite the West 
Bank and Gaza. Have you guys compared and contrasted tech- 
nology there? Because my understanding is we are seeing 80 and 
90 percent reduction in terrorism due to the Israeli fence, and I am 
wondering if you have done any comparative work with them on 
that. 


COMPARISON WITH ISRAELI FENCE 

Mr. Borkowski. Probably not as much as you are suggesting. We 
are aware of the Israeli fence. We are also aware of Israeli tech- 
nologies in terms of tunnels. We use, frankly, an Israeli radar. So 
we do have some dialogue with Israel, and we have looked at that 
to some degree, probably not to the degree that you are suggesting. 
We are aware of it. 

LONG TERM POLICY FOR FENCING 

Mr. Kirk. I have been struck by how much — we have had a tre- 
mendous increase in violence in northern Israel as the fence was 
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built. And also just on a more theological point, for me, I have be- 
come very close to a couple of towns in Mexico, particularly one in 
Michoacan, and we have seen people encourage families to come to 
the United States. And the stories that you hear is a family has 
led their kids across the border into the Arizona or New Mexico 
desert by a coyote, and then they die. 

Isn’t it a more humane policy in the long term that that family 
see a well-administered fence and not try to walk their kids across 
the desert? 

Chief Aguilar. Absolutely, sir. And it is not so much just a fence, 
it is a matter of high-profile status of our borders to remove any 
kind of thinking that they can freely flow between the ports of 
entry. It is a combination of fence, technology, and infrastructure. 
Even in the absence of fence, something that they can see; the 
high-profile nature of our enforcement efforts should be that they 
cannot cross without being detected, deterred, identified, classified, 
and apprehended. 

Mr. Kirk. In the villages that I have been to, a lot of folks say 
in many ways they would prefer to see a well-administered fence 
so that people would not think of crossing the American desert; and 
then either orderly enter the United States, or don’t and stay in 
Michoacan, or the other big town that I have become very close to 
is in Estado Mexico, and to do it that way. 

So my thinking overall is we have a danger from drug cartels 
moving their practices into the United States, now beheadings, 
public statement body dumps, and kidnappings now. And it also 
would send a better message: Don’t try to walk your family across 
the desert if we have this. 

Mr. Price. Thank you. Again, we will have an opportunity to 
take up these questions of Mexican violence in our next panel, 
which is going to convene very shortly. 

Mr. Ruppersberger. 

COORDINATION OF TECHNOLOGY 

Mr. Ruppersberger. First thing, I agree with Mr. Kirk’s com- 
ment. I know I voted for the fence. I got some criticism, but I based 
my thoughts on what I saw in Israel. I chair the Intelligence Tech- 
nical and Tactical Subcommittee. We oversee NSA, the satellite 
program, and their technology out there does work. 

And one of my concerns is when we have such an issue, we can’t 
secure our own borders the way we should, whether it is illegal im- 
migrants or it is also the drugs, which are the major problem; prob- 
ably drugs. Drugs are more of a problem then terrorism generally 
on the impact on us and our community and our country. 

I have had this argument and debate also with the head of the 
FBI Mr. Mueller about why can’t your agency get with NSA, CIA. 
They have technology that does work. That technology is being 
used in other parts of the world, in Afghanistan, in Iraq, and has 
been used effectively. 

I am going to ask you the question and if — whether you have the 
contacts or not, I will set it up for you as far as getting set up with 
our other agencies in getting the technologies that work. And the 
reason for that is basic. You know the technology situation is in 
deep trouble. It has been poorly mismanaged. You have a situation 
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that GAO said it is really hurting, a lot of wasted Federal dollars, 
and where are we. And we can’t even secure our own border. 

Now, Mr. Borkowski, you are the new guy in charge, and so you 
have a clean track record right now, but you have got to produce 
because failure is not an option. What is your plan to take the tech- 
nological issue that we are dealing with on the borders, coordinate 
with other United States of America agencies that make it work, 
and then there is a cost factor, and that is what our committee has 
to look at. 

Mr. Borkowski. There is a balance, and I know you know that, 
but we don’t want to overdesign this either at this point. 

However, having said that, yes, we do have contact with the De- 
partment of Defense. There is a very, I think, aggressive program 
in the DHS science and technology who does this on our behalf, 
identify these technologies and then brings them to us as can- 
didates. 

So going forward with SBInet, where we are at this point, and 
we discussed this a little bit earlier, Block 1. 

The longer-term question is how can we build on a basic kind of 
capability, a capability to see and detect with radar and expand 
that capability with some of these other technologies as we go for- 
ward. So we are trying to get a baseline at this point and an option 
to build up with those other resources. So we do have some of those 
contacts, and we have a robust program with DHS science and 
technology. 


SB I MAJOR CONTRACTOR PERFORMANCE 

Mr. Ruppersberger. It is just not what you talk about, radar 
and other issues. There are UAVs. We need desperately VEA. And 
here we are all over the world. We are in two theaters right now. 
And yet if we could take just a small amount of our intelligence 
group, our CIA, our NSA, our Department of Defense, and focus 
with you all, with the FBI, on our borders, we could go a long way. 
And we haven’t made that a priority. 

Answer my question. Would you be willing to meet and see what 
you have there on your baseline, what is working, what is not? You 
have the GAO report. Who is the major contractor? 

Mr. Borkowski. It is Boeing. 

Mr. Ruppersberger. What is Boeing doing as far as the past 
record? You have got to sit down with Boeing and see where they 
are. How do you plan on dealing with the main contractor? 

Mr. Borkowski. The main answer to your question is yes, I 
would meet with those people. 

In terms of Boeing, some of the issues we have with Boeing is, 
frankly, due to us as well. But I think that we also have concerns 
about Boeing as you have. And many companies in these kinds of 
programs have these kinds of problems, so I don’t think this is 
unique to Boeing. But Boeing is who we have at this point, and we 
have had some issues with Boeing. 

So what we have tried to do is put again in some program man- 
agement discipline structures to manage the contractor, to set 
clearer expectations, to define baselines, to define ways to better 
measure progress. I don’t think those things existed to the level 
that they needed to. 
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Mr. Ruppersberger. It is also do you need different technology 
that works in other parts of the world as being successful? That 
has to be looked at. 

Mr. Borkowski. Yes, it does. 

Mr. Ruppersberger. Let me say this. My time is running out. 
Mr. Chairman, I am going to have my staff get with you, and 
maybe we can talk more about the technical side of this. 

Do I have more time? 

Mr. Price. About to run out. 

Mr. Ruppersberger. I was going to ask the Chief something, but 
at another date. 

Mr. Price. With that, we will bring this first panel to a close. 
Mr. Borkowski, we will thank you. And we will ask Mr. Koumans 
and Ms. Forman to replace you at the table. 
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QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD SUBMITTED BY 

CHAIRMAN DAVID PRICE 


Jayson Ahern, Acting Commissioner, 

U.S. Customs and Border Protection 
David Aguilar, Chief, U.S. Border Patrol 
Mark Borkowski, Executive Director, Secure Border Initiative 
Secure Border Initiative and Control of the Land Border 


Obligations 

Question: As of January 2009, only half of total BSFIT appropriations - $1.85 billion - had been obligated. 
Excluding the $100 million for technology in the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act, what is the reason 
for this slow obligation, and what projects have not been funded? 

ANSWER: As of March 25, 2009, of the $3,513 million total amount appropriated for fiscal years 2006 
through 2009 (excluding the $100 million ARRA funds), 83% or $2,927 million has been obligated. Of the 
$586 million unobligated balance, $400 million FY2009 funds are being withheld pending Congressional 
approval of the 2009 Secure Border Initiative (SBI) BSFIT Expenditure Plan. Efforts which have not yet been 
fully funded include environmental compliance activities; fence and roads maintenance; various fence, vehicle 
barriers, crossovers, and fence gates projects; TUS-1, AJO-1, Nogales, Sonoita, and northern border 
construction and deployment activities; systems engineering services; SBIne/ prime contractor management and 
systems engineering; broadband and tactical communications; additional Mobile Surveillance Systems; 
laydown design activities for Naco, Douglas, and Willcox deployments; Common Operating Picture software 
sustainment; real estate acquisition, and Program Office/ Field Office salaries, services, support, and travel. 


Life Cycle Costs 

Question: In FY 2008 the Committee was told that DHS had no estimate for long term costs but expected that 
“by early calendar year 2009, we will have enough history and experience from which we can assess the life 
cycle cost estimate, and plan more accurately for future budgets and program baselines.” What are the 
estimated total life cycle costs for the 370 miles of pedestrian fence and 300 miles of vehicle barriers 
constructed in FYs 2007-09? 

ANSWER: Tactical Infrastructure (TI) life-cycle costs for the approximately 370 miles of pedestrian fence and 
300 miles of vehicle fence are still being developed. CBP has little historical data on operations and 
maintenance (O&M) costs for fence. We will have our initial estimate by the end of April 2009. 


Operational Control 

Question: There are multiple steps to determine whether to use technology or fencing for any specific border 
area, based on data on border crossing, geography, transportation, criminal activity, and other factors, and the 
assessment goes through several levels of Border Patrol analysis before a decision is made. Please describe in 
detail the steps CBP takes to make these determinations. 

ANSWER: The tactical infrastructure being constructed along the Southwest border will provide an additional 
layer of security in areas experiencing current and historic high levels of illegal border crossings and narcotics 
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trafficking, and can reduce the violence associated with these and other illegal activities. It is important to 
remember that only a portion of the border will be fenced, therefore decisions have to be made regarding where 
the fence will be most effective. These border fence locations were decided by career agents and chiefs of the 
U.S. Border Patrol, based on their own expertise and on-the-ground operational assessments with vulnerabilities 
to illegal cross border activity being the key factor. Traditionally, the U.S. Border Patrol manually gathered 
proposed tactical infrastructure locations in a Tactical Infrastructure Requirements Document. The process was 
then automated utilizing the Operational Requirements Based Budget Process (ORBBP), which not only stored 
the information but also provided an analysis of costs and what levels of order control could be attributed with 
its construction and inclusion into the “proper mix” of border enforcement tools. This process was later 
formalized by creating an analysis of alternatives (AoAs) for each of the PF225 fencing segments that were to 
be constructed. Analysis of alternatives is the evaluation of the operational effectiveness, operational 
suitability, and estimated cost of alternative systems to meet a mission capability. The AoA process is now 
utilized for all tactical infrastructure projects being planned for fiscal year 2009 and in the future. 

It is important to note that the design of the security ban-ier is based on the Border Patrol's border enforcement 
philosophy of implementing the proper mix of technology, personnel, and tactical infrastructure and 
constructing that border security infrastructure as close as possible to the nation's international border. In many 
cases the International Boundary and Water Commission (IBWC) levee is the closest area to the international 
border where the fence could be constructed due to international treaties and floodplain concerns with 
construction south of the levees. The actual designs of the border fence were also done with Border Patrol 
Agents and engineers working together to meet the operational requirements of the border security mission 
while satisfying the environmental requirements and design specifications. 

“Tolerance to Depth of Intrusion” can be explained as the strategic use of border fence within an 
area using limited amounts of fence to divert illegal entrants from crossing into populated areas where they can 
easily blend into the surroundings, to more rural areas where first detection is easier and where remote video 
surveillance systems, availability of U.S. Customs and Border Protection (CBP) personnel, and other factors 
increase the likelihood of apprehension of the illegal entrant. Thus, proposed areas of near-continuous fencing 
tend to be in urban areas and other locations adjoining the Southern border where the geography makes it hard 
for the Border Patrol to locate illegal entrants quickly; likewise, the bulk of fence-free areas are either in rural 
areas or other locations where both a clear view of the terrain and other Border Patrol assets make it easier for 
the Border Patrol to locate illegal entrants before they disappear. 


Question: According to the January 1, 2009 quarterly SBI status report, CBP has 625 miles of Southwest 
Border and 3 1 miles of Northern Border under “effective” control - meaning it can generally detect illegal 
entries and appropriately respond to them. The fiscal year 2009 spending plan assumes completion of about 
361 miles of pedestrian fence and 301 miles of vehicle fencing in FY 2009, initiation of “Block 1” technology 
systems in Arizona, and additional technology systems on the Northern Border. How many miles of border will 
be under effective control, by the end of FY 2009? How many by the end of FY 2010? 

ANSWER: According to the targets set for the performance metric, Office of Border Patrol (OBP) estimates 
there will be approximately 815 miles of border under effective control by the end of FY 2009. 

Due to the SBI technology deployment schedule and anticipated budgetary constraints OBP estimates it will 
maintain the approximately 815 miles of effective border control in FY 2010. 


Question: What is the status of and timetable for establishing a methodology determining whether a portion of 
the border is considered under control from a system-wide, defense-in-depth, and continuously enforceable 
perspective? 
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ANSWER: The Border Patrol uses a complex analytical process to determine levels of border security. This 
process involves a defined analysis of operational data, available resources, third party indicators, and the 
experience and professional expertise of the Border Patrol's senior field managers. The analysis is then 
compared to system-wide standard definitions of levels of effective control. 

When an area has the appropriate combination of technology, infrastructure, and personnel required to 
consistently identify, classify and respond to all threats, the area is considered to be under effective control. In 
addition, the Border Patrol also employs a defense-in-depth strategy through the use of checkpoints and 
patrolling critical transit nodes such as airports, train stations, and bus depots. 

The Border Patrol is presently developing a comparative statistics methodology - similar to that which is 
currently employed by other law enforcement agencies - to support the analysis performed by field 
commanders and help this process. However, this statistical methodology is not intended to supersede or 
replace the existing practice of field leadership evaluation. The comparative statistics (CompStat) process is a 
business process that provides field-level Border Patrol leadership with a systematic procedure to assess current 
operational status, improve situational awareness and to respond more effectively to border activity. The 
CompStat process consists of three elements: gathering and compiling data, reviewing and assessing operational 
performance, and implementing courses of action. The specific data included focuses on the needs of that area 
of responsibility and is determined by the sector Chief Patrol Agent. The operational data that is used - which 
includes information such as apprehension and seizure data, known entry locations, border rescues and deaths, 
and assaults against agents - is arrayed in a variety of ways, to include graphs, charts, and maps. It enables 
Border Patrol leaders to make more informed decisions regarding the effectiveness of current operations and 
resource deployments. 


Question: Witnesses testified at the March 10 2009 hearing to increasing use of truck ramps and even ultralight 
aircraft to breach the border fence. Please provide data on the number of such incidents, by sector. 

ANSWER: Border Patrol does not have data on the use of truck ramps or ultralight aircraft breaching the 
border fence. 


Question: The process CBP uses to assess “operational control” is based on a combination of objective criteria, 
as well as the essential judgment and knowledge of Border Patrol agents. What statistics and data does CBP 
use, and can levels of “control” for different border segments be compared, or validated by third parties? 

ANSWER: Since 2004, the Border Patrol has used a very complex, analytical process to determine the level of 
border security. It involves the analysis of operational data, available resources, third party indicators, and the 
experience and professional expertise of the Border Patrol’s senior field managers. 

Operational Data. The Border Patrol uses a variety of operational data to determine the current level of border 
security. The data includes: 

• sensor activations 

• known entries 

• agent observations 

• apprehensions 

• narcotic seizures 

• border rescues and deaths 

• assaults on agents, etc. 

The data is examined closely. When reviewing apprehensions, considerations include: 
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• the country of citizenship of the illegal aliens 

• the location of activity 

• smuggling fees 

• method of entry (foot or vehicle) 

• violence associated with the apprehensions 

• the size of the groups or smuggling loads involved 

• the time and day of the activity 

Narcotics seizures are analyzed in terms of the amount of narcotics involved in each seizure, the types of 
narcotics seized, and whether there were weapons involved. The analysis also includes reviews of sector 
intelligence reports and interviews of apprehended aliens and smugglers. 

Available Resources. An evaluation of the resources available is also utilized in determining levels of effective 
control. Resources are assessed to determine whether available staffing levels are sufficient to deter illegal 
entries, adequately secure known smuggling routes, and respond to agent observations and sensor activations. 
This evaluation also includes the effectiveness of the available technology (sensors, night vision scopes, 
cameras, etc.) and their effectiveness at detecting and deterring entries. The impact of existing tactical 
infrastructure and its role in facilitating deterrence or interdictions is also factored into this evaluation. 

Other indicators. Other indicators within the station’s Area Of Responsibility (AOR) are considered, including: 

• intelligence reports concerning the political/economic/social climate of the region on the other side of 
the border and alien smuggling operations 

• the volume of litter along known or new smuggling routes 

• abandoned vehicles 

• caches of narcotics 

• breached fences 

• the volume or "freshness" of footprints or vehicle tracks along known or new smuggling routes 

• the activities at checkpoints in other areas of responsibility at which illegal aliens or narcotics entering 
through the area of responsibility were apprehended or seized 

Levels of control for different border segments can be compared and/or validated by third parties because all 
border segments utilize the same definitions to assign levels of control. In addition, all border segments analyze 
varying types of third party indicators to validate that level of control such as: 

• local crime rates (vandalism, vehicle thefts, burglaries, assaults) 

• hospital emergency room records concerning injured illegal aliens 

• media reports 

• information received from local police departments 

• complaints from ranchers regarding missing livestock and damaged fences 

• complaints from farmers about damaged crops 

• traffic accidents involving illegal aliens 

• citizen complaints 

• abandoned vehicles or vessels found in remote areas 

• complaints from Forest Service, Park Service, Bureau of Land Management, tribal officials, etc., 
concerning fires, litter, and desecration of protected areas involving illegal alien activity 

Experience and Professional Expertise of Sector Chiefs. The compilation of the above data is then coupled with 
the experience and expertise of the Border Patrol agents and their knowledge of the AOR to determine the level 
of border security. 
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Question: As the Border Patrol tightens up its control between ports of entry, is CBP observing increased 
attempts to make illegal crossings or to smuggle via the ports of entry? 

ANSWER: CBP has not identified an increase in illegal crossings or alien smuggling at CBP Ports of Entry 
and the total inadmissibility count at CBP OFO El Paso, Laredo, San Diego and Tucson Ports of Entry has 
decreased between fiscal year 2007, 2008 and 2009 according to CBP OFO reporting. CBP is cognizant of the 
potential for the displacement of criminal activity along the SW Border and will continue to monitor the 
situation to identify any emerging trends. 


Analysis of Alternatives 

Question: Analysis of alternatives required by the BSFIT appropriation mandates DHS compare its proposed 
investment in pedestrian fencing, vehicle barriers, or related infrastructure to other alternatives, such as 
deploying more agents or technology. In last year’s analysis of pedestrian or vehicle fencing alternatives, over 
25 examples of segments were proposed for fencing where CBP rated the current level of control as “effective”, 
but considered unsustainable with current manning. In fact, a huge disparity in scale and cost seemed to tilt 
toward fencing as a solution. In the case of one segment near Calexico, also currently under “effective control” 
with just 24 agents, CBP estimated it would need 2,746 agents, at a cost of $1.2 billion over three years, to 
maintain the same level of control, and said this justified a pedestrian fence, at a construction cost of $93 
million. What will CBP do to ensure any future analysis will be less extreme in its comparisons? 

ANSWER: The Border Patrol enforcement model is based on achieving effective control border security status 
through the right mix of personnel, technology and tactical infrastructure. Persistent impedance is but one 
operational element of effective control. Some operational areas require increased access over persistent 
impedance to achieve effective levels of control. The eradication of Carrizo Cane is an example of an increased 
access requirement in an area. 

The Analysis of Alternatives (AoAs) that were completed for the PF225 Fence Project was based on the 
foundational requirement of persistent impedance against illegal pedestrian and vehicle cross-border activity. 
Each alternative was evaluated based on its capability to meet the same persistent impedance that a border fence 
has proven to provide. Border Patrol Field Commanders determined that an exorbitant number of agents would 
be necessary to meet all otherwise unimpeded threats before they could reach nearby population centers, 
transportation hubs and egress routes out of the border area. 

This type of comparison is necessary to show the required amounts and costs of each alternative to meet the 
foundational requirement of persistent impedance and was not intended to be considered as an end state 
requirement for effective control. It should also be noted that effective control border security status is 
determined by Field Commanders based on current baseline deployment and traffic activity. Sustainable 
effective control cannot be achieved if illegal border activity returns to historic levels unless foundational 
requirements such as persistent impedance are met. 


Question: The “agent” alternative in the FY08 justifications was defined as having agents deployed on a fixed, 
close basis - 50 yards apart - in lieu of the fence. Is this not an extreme option? Is there anywhere that CBP 
would ever consider such a static deployment of Border Patrol agents? 

ANSWER: The AoAs compared various alternatives such as deployment of agents in order to achieve 
persistent impedance, as it relates to the border enforcement methodology. Urban environments, where agents 
have only seconds to detect, identify, classify, respond and resolve, have historically presented unique 
challenges and at times it has been necessary to deploy agents in a fixed, close manner. The determination of 
agents every 50 yards apart was based on past enforcement operations to include Hold the Line, Gatekeeper, 
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and Safeguard in which the Border Patrol deployed large numbers of agents along the international boundary, 
adjacent to urban areas, in order to achieve a level of deterrence. 

Although this deployment was effective in providing the foundational requirement of deterrence, it was not a 
sustainable enforcement strategy. In order to account for the increased presence of agents, smugglers devised 
tactics to draw agents from their posts by flanking static positions using sacrificial groups. Agents were then 
forced to pull out of their assigned locations in order to respond leaving behind a new vulnerability for 
smugglers to exploit. The PF225 AOAs reflected the number of agents needed to effectively respond to those 
efforts while still maintaining a persistent presence throughout the area. 


Question: One element the law requires be included in analysis of alternatives is “possible unintended effects 
on communities, and other factors critical to the decision making process.” This element was notably absent 
from the alternatives matrix provided to the Committee, which focused on how such alternatives contributed to 
“sustained impedance” of illegal crossing. How is CBP taking into account reasonable input and alternatives 
put forth by other federal agencies. State or local governments, or affected communities? How can you ensure 
that these will be incorporated into your analysis in a timely way - to strengthen it, not to mention reduce the 
likelihood that it will be challenged when put forward to Congress? 

ANSWER: All reasonable input and alternatives put forth by stakeholders are weighed and scored through the 
analytical process of the AoA. Stakeholder input has always been a part of the Border Patrol planning process. 

There have been recent examples of such consideration. As part of PF225, the City of Brownsville, Texas 
proposed a Weir Dam concept as a possible alternative to providing the foundational requirement of persistent 
impedance. The Weir Dam alternative was added to the AoA and scored against the established measures of 
effectiveness but was not found to be the most operationally and cost effective solution to meet the foundational 
requirement. 

Another example was the Hidalgo County Levee Wall which was a stakeholder- proposed alternative to border 
fence. As was the case with the Weir Dam proposal, the Hidalgo County Levee Wall was evaluated by Field 
Commanders and determined to be the most operationally and cost effective alternative that met the persistent 
impedance requirement. 

As with both these examples, Border Patrol will continue to consider and document reasonable input and 
alternatives put forth by stakeholders. 

Field Commanders responsible for creating the PF225 AoAs weighed and scored the social impact of the 
various alternatives in the matrix as stand alone options or as a combination. Although scored in the matrix, 
social impacts were not always listed in the AoA narrative but still met Congressional approval at the time. 

The FY 2009 House DHS Appropriations Bill requires that AoAs now show that careful consideration was 
given to possible social impacts while evaluating alternatives. As a result of the Bill, CBP is now including 
social impacts to include community input in the key consideration portion of the AoA narrative. In this 
section, Field Commanders are required to specifically list any social impacts whether they are positive, 
negative or indifferent. All known impacts are written into the AoA and reconsidered at various points 
throughout the life of the project. 


Consultation 


Question: On February 23 Secretary Napolitano certified that statutory requirements for consultation on fence 
construction have been met, and included a summary of meetings to date with her letter. CBP has hired a 
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consulting firm, E2M, to gather comments, suggestions, or complaints from border residents. How is this being 
carried out, and what kind of response are you receiving? 

ANSWER: CBP conducted numerous public information open houses during the planning for the fence 
projects to solicit comments from the public and stakeholders. CBP received hundreds of comments and all 
comments were catalogued by e2M or the Gulf South Research Corporation and carefully considered and 
addressed in the final Environmental Stewardship Plans that are now posted on 
www.BorderFencePlanning.com . 


Question: One benefit of consultation is to bring to light alternative approaches or implementation issues that 
were not previously explored by CBP, the Corps of Engineers, or their supporting contractors. A much-used 
example of this is the Hidalgo levee project, which was combined with the fencing project. Can you cite other 
examples where changes were made pursuant to consultation? 

ANSWER: CBP worked closely with state and federal resource agencies and local ranchers in New Mexico to 
develop specially designed “deer fence” to both prevent cattle from moving north-south while permitting larger 
game animals to continue to move north and south. In El Paso, CBP redesigned many miles of fence to add 
small gaps at the bottom of the fence for small animal movement. In the Rio Grande Valley, CBP worked 
closely with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service to design small openings in the bollard fence to permit 
endangered ocelots and jaguarondi to move north and south and adjusted several fence alignments to reduce 
impacts to wildlife corridors. 

In addition to these efforts and through extensive consultations with the City of Brownsville, CBP has proposed 
to install pedestrian fencing that utilizes a "jersey wall" above ground foundation system. This “jersey wall” 
system would allow the fence to be moved if and when the City constructs the riverfront development they are 
hoping to build within the next 5 years. CBP has also modified the alignment of several sections of fencing in 
the City of Eagle Pass at the request of the City. As a result of consultations with the El Paso County Water 
Improvements District, CBP has modified the alignments of several fence segments in El Paso, TX. 


Question: Does CBP have a formal process to review and respond to alternative approaches that arise in the 
consultation process? 

ANSWER: Yes. During the planning process. CBP conducted extensive outreach (via public open houses and 
website) to solicit comments and ideas regarding the fence projects. These comments and ideas were carefully 
considered and incorporated as appropriate into the final Environmental Stewardship Plans. In addition, CBP 
implemented a structured change management process to document and address changes required and/or 
recommended that arose as a result of on-going consultations with stakeholders. For example, during the 
construction planning in New Mexico, State and federal resource agencies and ranchers raised concerns about 
the design of the Normandy-style fence, CBP coordinated extensively with all stakeholders to achieve a 
workable solution to all concerns. This change in fence design was then documented and approved by CBP 
leadership before being implemented and funds expended. 


Question: Some of the court interventions granting delays in seizure or access to land appear to be due to 
questions about whether or not the government adequately negotiated with landowners for proper 
compensation. Is this issue being addressed administratively to avoid future litigation on such grounds? 

ANSWER: The Government’s efforts to negotiate for real estate purchases took place with all land owners. 
The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers documented every effort in Negotiator’s Reports. In some cases, the 
government reached impasse with owners and was compelled to notify them that the matter would be referred 
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to the Department of Justice and the courts for resolution. In these cases, owners were informed both verbally 
and in written notices that the Federal Government was proceeding with condemnation because prior 
negotiations had not been successful. However, in several of these cases, settlement negotiations continued 
after the condemnation actions were filed, which were led by the U.S. Attorneys Office. 

The Government will not alter its efforts to negotiate going forward, because the negotiations were done 
properly - condemnation litigation in federal court is a means of resolving disputes while protecting individuals' 
property rights and serving the need to complete a publicly funded project to enhance border security. 


Question: To the extent CBP expects to pursue additional tactical infrastructure projects that require 
consultation, does it plan to improve on the process, to make it more open and cooperative in nature? 

ANSWER: Yes. CBP held numerous public information open house meetings during the planning of the fence 
projects and numerous stakeholder meetings throughout the process. CBP held frequent conference calls with 
federal and state resource agencies as construction progressed to ensure these agencies continued to be fully 
engaged. Internally, CBP utilized several continuous improvement tools throughout the project to transfer 
lessons learned and to identify processes/procedures that worked and those that did not. CBP held weekly 
conference calls across all Border Patrol Sectors, including the construction teams, to monitor status, identify 
issues and focus resources/attention to resolve problems. Even though CBP developed and used an open 
process, we will continue to look for improvements as we move forward. 


Question: Efforts to hold “walk the line” events in Texas were stymied at least three times over the past year, 
as CBP has tried to schedule them in areas and with participants not directly or indirectly involved in litigation 
with the Department. Although it is understandably difficult to hold meetings with individuals who may have 
litigation pending with the Department, is there a way to hold such meetings BEFORE litigation takes the place 
of communication? 

ANSWER: Landowner outreach began very early on by Border Patrol agents at the Sector and Station levels. 
Upon engaging the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers as our partner and real estate acquisition agent, extensive 
efforts took place to reach and engage all landowners of record identified as owning land in proximity of the 
proposed fence alignment, so that the Government could explain the purpose of the project and seek a right of 
entry (ROE). Both during and after the ROE phase the Federal Government engaged owners to solicit their 
input and concerns as well as to negotiate offer to acquire property. 

The Government did engage known landowners in advance of condemnation litigation. However, there was 
one reason why there were unavoidable instances where landowners impacted by the fence project were not 
formally engaged by the Government until condemnation litigation commenced: The public land records along 
the border in most of Texas and in some other areas are incomplete and tax parcels are not accurately depicted 
or do not exist. For this reason, ownership was extremely difficult to establish; in some cases ownership was 
totally unknown or wrongly or incompletely reflected in those records. In such cases, the condemnation process 
was the only available mechanism to establish rightful ownership, because the courts are empowered to review 
available evidence and make those determinations, which then enables the Government to finally be able to 
negotiate with that owner. 


Environmental and Regulatory Considerations 


Question: Apart from consultation on fence construction, I understand that CBP has a way to go to meet its 
legal obligations to consult with agencies on endangered species impacts when it erects towers. Similarly, 
Border Patrol should consult on the impact of daily operational activities (e.g., driving in sensitive areas such as 
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Organ Pipe Cactus National Monument.) Is CBP fully complying with its legal obligations to consult when it 
comes to SBInet construction or Border Patrol operations in sensitive areas? 

ANSWER: Yes, CBP is complying with its legal obligations to consult on SBIncf construction and Border 
Patrol operations within the identified sensitive areas. CBP is currently in consultation with U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service and Arizona State Historic Preservation Office for threatened and endangered species and 
cultural resources respectively. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service identified specific OBP operational 
activities within the AJG-1 project area, which could present potential environmental impacts. The joint 
consultations on these particular operations will be documented in the Biological Assessment going forward. In 
addition, a 2006 Memorandum of Understanding between Department of Homeland Security and Department of 
Interior (DOI) sets out, among other things, our avoidance and minimization efforts, including movement of 
vehicles in sensitive areas. 


Question: How is CBP using the $50 million in FY09 funding for regulatory and environmental requirements 
associated with SBI construction? 

ANSWER: As outlined in the FY 2009 SBI Expenditure Plan, the environmental program efforts are focused 
on investing in tools for improved project planning; integrating the planning efforts for SBInet and tactical 
infrastructure projects for efficiency and improved consultation with stakeholders; expediting the environmental 
compliance and planning actions for FY 2009 and out years; and implementing the highest priority mitigation 
requirements for both SBInet and TI projects. 


Activity 

FY 2009 Funds 

Information. Planning and Consultation (IPaC) Tool Development 

$3,000,000 

DOI— Fence Mitigation Payment 

$10,000,000 

SBInet FY 20Q9-FY 201 3 Projects - Environmental Planning 

$7,300,000 

SBInet FY 2009-FY 2010 Projects - Environmental Mitigation 

$13,000,000 

SBI FY 2010 TI Projects - Environmental Planning 

$11,000,000 

SBI FY 2010 TI Projects - Environmental Mitigation 

$5,700,000 

FY 2009 Total 


$50,000,000 


Question: In FY09 consultation, most discussions with stakeholders addressing matters of environmental 
stewardship, animal corridors, and similar issues, and were mainly with the Departments of Interior and 
Agriculture. At the same time, many outside groups, such as the Sierra Club, Nature Conservancy, Defenders 
of Wildlife, etc. have offered suggestions about infrastructure deployment and mitigation. Is CBP engaging 
these groups as well? 

ANSWER: Throughout the planning for the fence projects, CBP actively reached out to all stakeholders 
including federal and state regulatory agencies, non-governmental organizations (NGOs) and the general public. 
CBP held numerous public open houses seeking comments from the public and CBP received and addressed 
hundreds of comments on the draft Environmental Assessments and Environmental Impact Statements. Several 
NGOs, including the Sierra Club, the Nature Conservancy and Defenders of Wildlife, provided comments on 
our environmental plans. These comments were addressed in the final Environmental Stewardship Plans. 


Question: In addition to addressing environmental issues in construction or remediating problems afterwards, 
is CBP looking at testing designs prior to going forward with them? 
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ANSWER; CBP tested many fence designs to meet Border Patrol operational requirements. When various 
fence styles were selected for construction, in several cases, CBP made site specific modifications to 
accommodate stakeholder concerns. For example, CBP worked closely with state and federal resource agencies 
and local ranchers in New Mexico to develop specially designed “deer fence” to both prevent cattle from 
moving north-south while permitting larger game animals to continue to move north and south. In El Paso, 

CBP redesigned many miles of fence to add small gaps at the bottom of the fence for small animal movement. 

In the Rio Grande Valley, CBP worked closely with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service to design small 
openings in the bollard fence to permit endangered ocelots and jaguarondi to move north and south and adjusted 
several fence alignments to reduce impacts to wildlife corridors. 


Question: CBP has argued that fencing construction would benefit the environment in sensitive areas by 
reducing illegal traffic. Have you made any assessment of the net impact of fencing on plant and animal 
species, erosion or other environmental indicators? Does CBP of DHS have any plans to engage a “neutral”, 
third party evaluator, to assess the environmental and ecological impact of infrastructure after it has been built 
and in operation? 

ANSWER: CBP and the DOI are cooperators in the development and implementation of a monitoring plan to 
assess the environmental effects of actions taken to secure the international border between the United States 
and Mexico. The objective of the monitoring plan is to quantify both positive and negative effects of border 
infrastructure and operations on the natural, biological and cultural resources along the border. Last fall, CBP 
and DOI drafted general guiding principles for the development of the protocol for a large scale environmental 
monitoring program. CBP will fund DOI during FY 2009 to develop the protocol. It is estimated that such a 
program would occur over several years. 

Relating to CBP plans to engage a neutral evaluator, yes. As discussed above, CBP and DOI will be developing 
a protocol for a comprehensive environmental monitoring program along the border. DOI intends to have the 
U.S. Geological Survey to lead this effort. In addition, once developed, the intent is to invite public and 
stakeholder comments on the plan. 


Question: In addition to the negative impact from a physical fence, and the damage from construction, the very 
movement of Border Patrol vehicles in sensitive areas can be damaging to sensitive environments. What is 
CBP doing to minimize such damage? 

ANSWER: Musters at Border Patrol stations often include instruction or training on appropriate and safe 
vehicle operation relative to sensitive areas. In addition, the Border Patrol actively engages in carrying out a 
2006 Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) signed by DHS, USDA and DOI. The MOU delineates our 
avoidance and minimization efforts, including movement of vehicles in sensitive areas. 


Question: Enforcement and interdiction on Federal lands, particularly Bureau of Land Management lands 
found significantly north of the US/Mexico border, have increased drastically in the past year. These public 
lands are used by large numbers of the visiting public for recreational purposes, and because they He more than 
50 miles north of the border, the public usually has little knowledge of the safety concerns caused by the 
increased human and drug trafficking. What is Border Patrol doing to work with the land management agencies 
to increase law enforcement patrols and interdictions on these lands? 

ANSWER: The agents in each of our Border Patrol Sectors work hand in hand with the law enforcement arm 
of the agencies who manage public land within their respective Sectors. To strengthen these partnerships, we 
have instituted best practices such as co-location and sharing of resources such as canines. In addition, in July 
of 2008, DHS, DOI and USDA (Forest Service) executed an MOU that calls for the three agencies to cooperate 
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to bridge the communication gaps between their respective law enforcement components by enabling secure 
radio interoperability. 


Question: The border fence, in its current configuration, does not extend into remote and rugged mountainous 
areas along the southwestern border. With few exceptions, these areas are public and tribal lands administered, 
or held in trust, by the Department of Interior and the Department of Agriculture. Because the fence precludes 
much of traffic entering the country where it exists, human and drug traffickers have shifted their activities to 
these mountainous areas. Because these areas are remote stretches of public lands, the law enforcement 
presence is also much less. What is CBP/Border Patrol doing to increase interagency cooperation and law 
enforcement presence in these areas to address the increase in illegal traffic, the danger to citizens visiting these 
public lands, and curtail the environmental damage caused by the illegal traffic? 

ANSWER: There are four questions being asked. Each is addressed separately below: 

• Steps to increase interagency cooperation: 

The United States Border Patrol instituted a national Public Lands Liaison Agent Program (PLLA) in 2006, 
which had worked very effectively over a number of years on a more limited scale. The PLLA, employs Border 
Patrol Agent(s) in a liaison role with the local land managers so that issues of concern may be aired and 
resolved at the local level. This program has grown dramatically, with current application in 19 of our 20 
sectors. Additionally, the Border Patrol, in cooperation with DOI, has instituted the Borderlands Management 
Task Force concept. This forum is a regular meeting of local USBP and land managers, as well as other 
government entities, across the Southwest border (and increasingly on the northern border) to address mutual 
concerns in a regular forum. 

• Steps to increase law enforcement presence: 

Our agents in each of our Border Patrol Sectors work hand in hand with the law enforcement arm of the 
agencies who manage public land in that Sector. To strengthen these partnerships, we have instituted best 
practices such as co-location and sharing of resources such as canines. In addition, in July of 2008, DHS, DOI 
and USDA (Forest Service) issued an MOU that calls for the three agencies to cooperate to bridge the 
communication gaps between their respective law enforcement components by enabling secure radio 
interoperability. 

• Steps to address danger to citizens: 

Through carrying out our mission, we mitigate risks and make public lands safer for the general public. As we 
become more effective in the border regions (i.e., we seek deterrence of cross-border violations through 
effective enforcement) we will effect a reduction of the danger to the citizens enjoying their public lands. The 
increase in security is realized upon successfully uprooting the criminal organizations. 

• Steps to curtail environmental damage: 

The Border Patrol consistently curtails environmental damage by successfully curtailing illegal activity. Our 
programmatic approach is to apply the proper combination of technology, infrastructure, and manpower to gain 
effective control of our borders. With the implementation of each new asset, whether infrastructure, 
technology, or manpower, the USBP is gaining incrementally, with the goal of achieving effective control of 
our borders. 
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Ground Surveillance Radars 


Question: Last year CBP testified that ground surveillance radars “are fantastic”, and that the Border Patrol 
and CBP Air and Marine “are believers in it. That is why we [CBP] are acquiring and building more, 
augmenting what we are doing with SBI and SBInet.” How much FY08 and FY09 funding has been obligated 
or is planned for ground surveillance radars? Where are they deployed, and what has been their impact on 
border enforcement? 

ANSWER: In FY 2008, $4.2 million was obligated on Mobile Surveillance System (MSS) units, which 
include ground surveillance radars. SBI plans to spend $15 million in FY 2009 on 18 additional MSS units. 
MSS Operations and Maintenance costs for FY 2009 are budgeted at $3.5 million. 

Seven (7) units are deployed in Yuma Sector, twenty-three (23) units are deployed in Tucson Sector and nine 
(9) units are deployed in El Paso Sector. 

From October 1, 2008 to February 28, 2009 the Mobile Surveillance System (MSS) units have been directly 
involved with the apprehension of over 11,400 illegal aliens and over 82,600 lbs of narcotics. 


Sensors 


Question: An interagency agreement was established between CBP and the Department of Interior following 
on the smart sensor program initiated by S&T. Such sensors would provide automated, high performance, wide 
area search and target discrimination. In the BSFIT reprogramming request in 2008, CBP indicated this work 
would be done by end of 2008. What is the status of that program? How much is budgeted for such sensor 
networks in FY 2009? Where will they be deployed and when? 

ANSWER: Progress to date on the smart sensor technology effort includes completing the development of an 
improved de-clutter algorithm for the radar planned for future SB Iwer deployments. The first phase of the 
contract is complete. This resulted in a radar clutter reduction algorithm that reduced false alarms by 85%, 
identified multiple sources of clutter, and demonstrated that a radar model using existing laser altimeter data of 
terrain could be used for optimizing site selection of sensor towers. 

In FY 2009, $4 million was budgeted for smart sensors. 

This smart sensor technology de-clutter algorithm will be demonstrated on northern border sites using cunent 
Mobile Surveillance System (MSS). Results from the demonstrations will be available in approximately nine 
months. With those results in hand, we will then be able to develop detailed plans for additional deployment 
locations and timeframes. It should be noted that "smart" refers to software and functions designed into the 
sensor, not the MSS itself. 


Question: In addition to new investment, there are many legacy “unattended ground sensors”, or “UGS”, that 
have been in Border Patrol inventory for years - and that continue to be procured, maintained and operated 
through the Border Patrol Salaries and Expenses rather than under the BSFIT appropriation. How many 
“legacy” UGS systems are currently deployed, and where? How much FY 2009 funding from Border Patrol 
Salaries and Expenses is being used to purchase, maintain or operate these “legacy” UGS? 

ANSWER: Attached is the current “Deployed” Sensor Count as per the Intelligent Computer Assisted 
Detection (ICAD) system 3/25/2009. National Total Confirmed Availability is 9001 including 8422 deployed 
with 579 in repair. 
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Sensors i umn«!> shpiou-d in I CAD 
(Based on 25-Mar-09 data) 


Region 

Sector Name 

Deployed 

Coastal 


15 


Ramey 

15 




Northern 


1421 


Blaine 

179 


Buffalo 

25 


Detroit 

13 


Grand Forks 

100 


Havre 

no 


Houlton 

269 


Spokane 

221 


Swanton 

204 




Southern 


7,865 


Del Rio 

863 


El Centro 

601 


El Paso 

1,174 


Laredo 

496 


Marfa 

649 


Rio Grande Valley 

763 


San Diego 

1,110 


Tucson 

1,729 


Yuma 

480 




Grand Total 


9,001 


CBP purchased 2,500 UGS in FY 2008 for $7.9 million using a combination of BSFIT and Border Patrol 
Salaries and Expenses funding. In FY 2009, CBP plans to spend an additional $7 million for new UGS using 
BSFIT funding only. Operations and Maintenance costs for the legacy UGS were $6.1 million in FY 2008 and 
are projected to be $6.4 million in FY 2009. 


Question: So-called “smart sensor” systems are being deployed for DOD or DOE purposes, including 
infrastructure security around utility system infrastructure, that provide advanced capabilities. These systems 
are sometimes referred to as being “mesh” networks, capable of “self-healing” so that power failure or 
destruction of one sensor leaves the rest of the system intact. Does CBP plan to deploy the new generation of 
sensors on the Northern Border and replace these legacy systems? How many? How are these systems being 
integrated into a single SBI architecture? 

ANSWER: The Northern Border Project (NBP) will not be deploying DOD or DOE “smart sensor” systems. 
SBInetf’s Northern Border Project will be installing commercial off the shelf cameras. In 2009, S Bluer will 
begin installing proven surveillance capabilities such as: 


Remote Video Surveillance Systems (RVSS) 

Mobile Surveillance Systems (MSS) 

Upgraded video surveillance capabilities at the port of entry 
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SB I has identified a technology insertion process with Boeing, the Prime contractor. As new technologies are 
identified, they are assessed against system and operational requirements. If the new technology helps meet a 
program requirement, they would be incorporated into a future Block upgrade. 


Staffing and Hiring 

Question: Please provide a detailed summary of BSFIT staffing for FY08 and projected to be on-board at end 
of fiscal years 2009-10, as well as identify positions in support of the Secure Border Coordination Council. 
How many career federal employees are on-board at this time? 

ANSWER: Please see the following table. 



I V 2008 

FY 2009* 


j SBI 

90 

74 

18! 

j jjgpjj p r0 g ram Management 

77 

65 

181 


*as of 3/14/09 


As of March 14, 2009, there were 54,255 full time permanent employees on board CBP-wide, and 74 full time 
permanent employees on board in SBI. 


Question: The latest staffing information provided to the Committee shows that the SBI program management 
office has 66 personnel on board, down 1 1 from last year and a long way from the 107 you plan to have by 
September 30. How is CBP managing SBI contracts - and engaging in appropriate oversight over contractor 
performance - without government personnel in these positions? Is it tenable to carry out such efforts with 
contractors overseeing contractors? 

ANSWER: The SBI Acquisition Office is at approximately 62 percent and is under resourced for the mission. 
The total office strength includes support for the Tactical Infrastructure Program Management Office currently 
within the Office of Finance as well as the SBInet Program Office. We have been able to complete contract 
oversight primarily due to the schedule slips that our end state was designed to support. Additionally, we have 
Defense Contract: Management Agency (DCMA) and Defense Contract Audit Agency (DCAA) support 
providing on-sight, surveillance and audit support. We are performing appropriate contractual oversight. 

Contractors do assist the government in providing oversight; however, the oversight responsibility remains with 
designated government officials. We have technical support contractors assisting the government leads in 
reviewing prime contractor activities, but the government representative remains actively engaged at all times. 
Contractual direction is limited to the Conti-acting Office and his/her Contracting Officer Technical 
Representative (COTR). In addition, each task order has a government Task Order Manager responsible for 
overseeing the contractor’s execution that also works with a team of Subject Matter Experts made up of 
contractors and government staff. 


Question: As of February 14, CBP was far behind in filling critical operational support positions. The Border 
Patrol has indicated that it must hire 674 operational support positions, but more than a third of the way through 
the year it has only filled fewer than 20% of these. Is the shortage of support personnel affecting the ability to 
get more Border Patrol “boots on the ground”? How is CBP doing in filling these positions, and will it be able 
to fill tills longstanding shortfall in FY 2009? 
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ANSWER: Border Patrol has 300 contractors on-board to mitigate the shortage of support personnel, which 
has allowed Agents to transition from mission support functions. However, there is value added in having 
Agents perform specific operational support positions that have a direct relationship with the law enforcement 
function, i.e. radio/dispatching and tactical infrastructure. 

During the month of March, Border Patrol made 250 selections for operational support positions. With respect 
to our most recent selections, there are now over 350 selections in various stages of pre-employment processing. 

DHS expects to be able to fill the shortfalls in FY 2009. 


Operation Arizona Denial 

Question: What wereFY08 actual recurring costs of the Arizona Border Control Initiative and now renamed 
“Operation Arizona Denial”. Please provide FY08 actual costs, FY09 estimates and projections for 2010 for 
similar activity. 

ANSWER: Actual recurring costs: Travel $6.7 million; Overtime (salary money): $2.2 million 
FY 2008 actual cost: $8.9 million. 

Estimated costs for FY 2009 and FY 2010 will remain at $8.9 million if the operation is conducted in the same 
manner as it was in FY 2008. 


Training 

Question: Does CBP currently have Department of Interior and Department of Agriculture personnel involved 
in providing basic training on environmental stewardship and the missions and responsibilities of the land 
management agencies for Border Patrol recruits at the Federal Law Enforcement Training Academy (FLETC)? 
If not, would you be willing to work with the land management agencies to incorporate such training into the 
basic training classes at FLETC? What actions would be required to do this? 

ANSWER: Although this training does not meet the basic training task-based objective, the Basic Driver 
Training Department (BDTD) covers a concept known as “Tread Lightly.” The BDTD’s 4x4 Off-Road 
program has incorporated many of the concepts of this organization into the instructional materials. This is a 
national non-profit organization which high-lights the importance of protecting and conserving recreational 
outdoor environments we have in the United States. This material is not included in the Border Patrol Academy 
Basic Training Curriculum. The basic training curriculum is a 55-day training program and it is Department, 
Bureau and Agency specific. Agency representatives from the operational and training components could meet 
to discuss the training requirements, practicality and operational impact of this training to existing programs. 

Also, while basic training is valuable, much of the training required is location-specific. Interns receive Area 
Orientation type training at various sectors. This type of training could be incorporated into the interns 
Sector/Station Orientation within the Field Training Program as well. For example, agents working in Sectors 
where public land includes wilderness area would benefit from wilderness-specific training. Therefore, 
increasingly, Sectors are working in partnership with their local public land management officials to jointly 
develop targeted training. 

In addition, the Border Patrol has established a Public Lands Liaison Agent Program (PLLA) that employs 
Border Patrol Agent(s) in a liaison role with the local land managers so that issues of concern may be aired and 
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resolved at the local level. This program has grown dramatically, with current application in 19 of our 20 
sectors. 

For this to occur, all parties involved, to include Office of Training and Development and the Office of Border 
Patrol would need to engage this issue to determine the practicality of insertion of said material into either the 
pre-, post- or current BP Academy curriculum. Another possible option for dissemination of this material to 
Border Patrol agents would be to place the material into a computer based training program on the Virtual 
Learning Center. 


Question: Does DHS have any training in place for existing Border Patrol officers concerning environmental 
stewardship and the missions and responsibilities of the land management agencies that administer these large 
portions of the border? 

ANSWER: Although there is no standardized nationwide training that currently exists. Border Patrol Agents 
who share border or patrol responsibilities in their areas of operation with other land management agencies, 
such as the Department of Interior’s Park Service, the Bureau of Land Management, and the Department of 
Agriculture’s U.S. Forest Service do receive local specialized training regarding the impact that Border Patrol 
operations have on the environment and wildlife in those areas. Along the northern border, these agencies serve 
together on the International Border Enforcement Unit’s Joint Management Team, which provides a forum to 
address environmental concerns in operational planning and future infrastructure requirements. 

The Border Patrol Public Lands Liaison (PLLA) program, in conjunction with the Borderlands Management 
Task Force, provides a venue for the development and implementation of just such training. This effort is 
currently under way in various locations. 


Question: Has DHS worked with the Tohono O’Odham tribe to train incoming or existing Border Patrol 
agents on basic tribal culture and customs that may encourage better cooperation on law enforcement and access 
issues? 

ANSWER: Yes, the U.S. Border Patrol has worked closely with the Tohono O’Odham Nation (“Nation”), 
especially in recent years, in pursuing the mission of the Border Patrol, while also taking into consideration the 
impacts that Border Patrol operations have on Tohono O’odham communities. The Tucson Sector has 
diligently worked with the Nation and has designated agents as full time liaisons to specifically work with 
Nation officials. 

The Nation has permitted the construction of two law enforcement centers on its lands. These facilities house 
DHS, CBP, and the Tohono O’odham Nation Police Department. This co-location scenario promotes increased 
mutual understanding. 

During FY 2008 and to date in FY 2009, Tucson Sector Border Patrol Agents and personnel have visited with 
members of the Nation at the community and district levels - 175 times in FY 2008; and 43 times to date in FY 
2009. These meetings are continuous in order to keep the doors of communication open with the Nation on 
Border Patrol Operations to: (1) determine how they may be affected from the Border Patrol’s perspective, (2) 
leam from the Nation their cultural perspective on how they will be affected; and (3) obtain resolutions of 
support for deployment of any project within their lands, such as the benefits of employing SBInet technology. 

In addition, the Ajo and Casa Grande Stations have vigorous Community Relations Programs with Community 
Relations Officers who regularly attend district and tribal meetings in the spirit of cooperation and to remain 
cognizant of the sensitivity of tribal culture and customs. Cultural and Tribal awareness are regular topics of 
these meetings. The Patrol Agents In Charge (PAIC) of both Stations have asked high level Council members 
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for training on Tribal language in order to address issues concerning officer safety and communication with 
Tribal members when Border Patrol Agents serve as first responders in support of the Tribal Police 
Department. Both Stations also continue to have a positive line of communication with Council members. The 
PAICs also regularly engage directly with community members to address specific concerns that they may 
have. Ajo and Casa Grande Agents are always exploring options for improving communication and interaction 
with Tribal members. 

The management staff at the Ajo and Casa Grande Stations has direct contact with District Council members 
and Tribal Council members on a regular basis. The continued interaction with the Tohono O’odham Police 
Department fosters a very positive relationship. The Casa Grande Station is currently deploying Safety Trailers 
that use radar to identify actual speed and have signage stating that this practice is a cooperative effort between 
the Border Patrol and the Tohono O’odham Police Department to improve safety on tribal lands. 

The Ajo and Casa Grande Stations utilize a video provided by the Nation concerning cultural awareness. The 
video is approximately one hour in length, and includes information on Tribal cultural issues, Tribal practices, 
and information from the Tohono O’odham Police Department. The video is presented to ALL interns during 
their training cycles with the Field Training Unit. In addition, the Ajo and Casa Grande Stations have 
coordinated with the Tribal Council to provide training and awareness for all detailed agents that arrive in Casa 
Grande to work during various operational cycles. The detailed agents not only receive training via this means, 
but they also view the video that is used for all interns. The video was created through coordination with the 
Tucson Sector Field Communications Branch. 

Tucson Sector has recently reached out to individuals from the Nation’s Cultural Center and Museum in order 
to update these training practices. Outreach efforts in these areas are an ongoing process that will facilitate and 
encourage cooperation with all aspects of Border Patrol operations on Tribal lands. 

Other Border Patrol sectors with tribal land located within their sector are also reaching out to the tribes to build 
mutual understanding and respect. Several of our sectors have appointed agents to serve as tribal liaisons, and 
in some cases our agents do ride-alongs with tribal police. In our Yuma Sector, Wellton Station hosted a 
presentation from the Cocopah Tribe designed to increase cultural awareness. 


Northern Border 


Question: With quintupling of Border Patrol agent deployment to the Northern Border since the 9/1 1 attacks, 
what is CBP doing to improve your surveillance, patrol and control of the border? 

ANSWER: Prior to 9/11, the northern border was staffed by 340 Border Patrol agents. Since then, CBP has 
undertaken a series of staffing initiatives to increase the number of agents assigned to the northern border. At 
the present time there are 1530 agents assigned on the northern border, the staffing goal for the end of fiscal 
year 2009 is 1845 agents. 

This increase in staffing has drastically improved the level of control along the entire northern border. Since 
the post-9/1 1 inception of the “Operational Requirements Based Budgeting Program” (ORBBP) which formally 
defines and tracks the levels of border control, the level of northern border control has improved considerably. 
Of the 3,987 northern border miles, only 20 miles is still at the lowest level of control. 

In addition to this documented improvement in border control miles, the increase in agent staffing has allowed 
CBP to improve its surveillance, patrol capabilities and overall situational awareness of the border area. This 
improvement has been primarily accomplished through a focus on intelligence sharing, law enforcement 
partnerships, community outreach, staffing and technology. 
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Intelligence: 

• Creation and/or enhancement of Sector Intelligence Units. 

• The Integrated Border Enforcement Team (IBET), a U.S./Canadian partnership, has been strengthened 
to enhance border integrity and security at our shared border by identifying, investigating, and 
interdicting persons and organizations that pose a threat to national security, or are engaged in other 
organized criminal activity. 

• Agents co-Iocated in Intelligence Collection Teams (ICT). Participating personnel include that of CBP, 
USCG, and ICE Intel. 

• Airfields Initiative- a bi-national liaison partnership to gain intelligence and deter air incursions 

• OBP personnel assigned to state intelligence fusion centers. 

Partnerships: 

• Border Patrol Agents perform in-depth liaison duties with the Akwesasne and Blackfeet Indian Police 
Departments. 

• Vigorous task force participation (JTTF, DEA, FBI, stale, local and tribal). 

• 36 active Stonegarden Operations. 

• Project North Star- a high level, bi-national forum that provides U.S. and Canada a mechanism to 
enhance existing cooperation and partnerships. 

• CBP Air & Marine integration - each sector CPA has tactical control over assets and rapid response 
capability. 

• Co-location of Border Patrol agents at Immigration and Customs Enforcement Offices. 

• Border Patrol Agents have been assigned to locations within Canada and at U.S. intelligence centers 
away from the border. This has expanded our ability to gather border related intelligence that was 
previously unattainable and “pushed the border out.” 

Community outreach: 

• The northern border Sectors hold National Strategy presentations and enlists the public as force 
multipliers by asking them to serve as our “eyes and ears.” This program has expanded greatly since the 
increased post-9/ 1 1 staffing. 

• Border Security Evaluation Teams (BSET) have been implemented throughout all eight (8) northern 
border sectors. These teams solicit border related information from citizens and law enforcement 
agencies in order to increase actionable intelligence. They also fully explain the Border Patrol’s mission 
and supply agency contact information. 

• Sectors have developed rancher liaison and citizen’s academies to further educate the public residing in 
border areas concerning our mission and goals and to encourage community involvement in border 
security. 

Staffing: 

2001 - 340 agents on the northern border 

2002 - 492 agents on the northern border 

2003 - 569 agents on the northern border 

2004 - 979 agents on the northern border 

2005 - 988 agents on the northern border 

2006 -919 agents on the northern border 

2007 - 1098 agents on the northern border 

2008 - 1363 agents on the northern border 

Technology: 

• The Northern Border Project was established with the congressional allocation of $20 million to address 
vulnerabilities along the northern border. 
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o +$10 million was supplemented to the Northern Border Project to further enhance the technology 
deployment area along the northern border, 
o Detroit, Buffalo, and S wanton Sectors were selected as the deployment areas. 

■ This allocation of funds will provide 16 RVSS sites, 3 MSSs and a CASC: 

■ Detroit: 11 RVSS sites, along St Clair River One MSS 

■ Buffalo: 5 RVSS sites on the Upper Niagara River 

■ Swanton: Two MSS and the Installation of a CASC linked to Trout River POE 

• Ground sensor enhancement/replacement 

• A net gain of 354 ground sensors deployed along the northern border 

• RECON III - portable long-range thermal imaging/night vision equipment deployed in six locations 
along the northern border 

• An additional $40 million was included in the FY09 appropriation for northern border investments 


Question: $20 million was included in the FY08 appropriation for a Northern Border pilot, and an additional 
$40 million was included in the FY09 appropriation for Northern Border investments. What is the current 
status of Northern Border efforts using these funds, and any additional Northern Border SBI efforts? 

ANSWER: SBI has two northern border initiatives underway. The first initiative is the deployment of existing 
surveillance technologies (cameras and radars) in the Detroit, Buffalo and Swanton areas. Congress set aside 
$20 million for a northern border project in 2007. That set-aside, plus about $10 million of Border Patrol 
funding, will pay for the first Northern Border Project. This project will begin deployment in May 2009 and 
will provide an immediate enhancement of capability to support the CBP agents and officers operating in the 
North. 

The second northern border initiative will be a demonstration of technology and integration in the Detroit area. 
Congress directed $40 million be set aside for the Northern Border project in 2009. CBP has established a 
Northern Border Working Group that is working on a plan for investing the $40 million. A decision on this 
project is expected in April 2009. 


Tunnels 


Question: What is being done to improve CBP ability to detect and close tunnels, and how does that priority 
rate against other CBP funding? What is fiscal 2008-10 planned and proposed funding for tunnel detection and 
counter tunnel task force efforts, including for the CBP National Tunnel Remediation Task Team (NTRTT)? 

ANSWER: CBP’s tunnel detection technology acquisition program combines innovative applications specific 
to homeland security requirements with subterranean anomaly detection systems currently available through 
Commercial off the Shelf Technology (COTS). CBP has partnered with the Department of Homeland Security 
(DHS) Office of Science and Technology (S&T) and U.S. Northern Command (USNORTHCOM) to test and 
evaluate current tunnel detection technologies as part of this endeavor. Based on the results of the evaluation, a 
budget will be formulated to support the implementation of the detection technology. 

Although tunnel discovery and remediation is proportionately small in dollar value when compared to the 
operational costs of controlling the border, tunnels are a high priority for CBP operations. $2 million has been 
budgeted in fiscal year 2009 for tunnel remediation efforts. This dedicated funding facilitates a tunnel 
remediation strategy that is not competitive with other CBP facilities priorities. The discovery of a new tunnel is 
a high visibility event that attracts intense media attention. 



Tunnel detection and counter tunnel task force efforts are a part of regular CBP operations, and are conducted in 
partnership with DEA, ICE, as well as other federal and local law enforcement agencies. 

For fiscal year 2009, CBP has actively pursued market research, technology demonstrations and an acquisition 
development program for tunnel detection efforts. The market research phase is complete and technology 
demonstrations are currently underway in Douglas, AZ. Technology demonstrations in Egypt and Israel have 
also been presented to CBP personnel dedicated to tunnel detection efforts. Though the initial projected costs 
are estimated at $4.9 million a comprehensive acquisition forecast is currently being developed. 

CBP assumed the lead for tunnel remediation for the DHS in FY 2007. Tunnel remediation is the process 
whereby cross-border tunnels are physically secured and rendered unusable alter discovery. Remediation may 
be accomplished by capping, filling, plugging, or otherwise rendering the tunnel inoperable in a safe, effective, 
and efficient manner. Costs associated with the remediation process include initial analyses, environmental 
services, project oversight, rights of entry, engineering/surveying, filling/capping/plugging, 
inspection/acceptance, and reporting. 

Since the beginning of FY 2007, CBP has committed $3.51 million to tunnel remediation activities. In FY 
2009, CBP has committed approximately $2 million for tunnel remediation requirements to be executed by the 
CBP National Tunnel Remediation Task Team (NTRTT). The FY 2010 President’s Budget includes 
$7,743,000 for tunnel remediation. CBP will use these funds to remediate new tunnels as they are discovered in 
FY 2010. Based on FY 2009 tunnel activity, about 2-3 tunnels are discovered per month with remediation costs 
ranging from $20,000 to $1,500,000 depending on the size, complexity and methodology used to remediate the 
tunnel. 


Border Safety Initiative 

Question: Please provide data by sector of rescues, recoveries and deaths for fiscal years 2007-2009 (to date). 

ANSWER; The Border Patrol does not have data on “recoveries.” Please see the following charts over the 
next several pages. 
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McAllen Sector 

10 

210.0% 

31 

-16.1% 

26 

7.7% 

28 

-28.6% 

20 

16.8% 

Laredo Sector 

9 

-22.2% 

7 

228.6% 

23 

-69.6% 

7 

42.9% 

10 

8.4% 

Del Rio Sector 

4 

50.0% 

6 

83.3% 

11 

-45.5% 

6 

66.7% 

to 

8.4% 

Marfa Sector 

1 

0.0% 

1 

-100.0% 

0 

0% 

0 

0% 

0 

0.0% 

El Paso Sector 

8 

37.5% 

11 

-45.5% 

6 

-33.3% 

4 

-100.0% 

0 

0.0% 

Tucson Sector 

56 

-8.9% 

51 

-3.9% 

49 

-8.2% 

45 

20.0% 

54 

45.4% 

Yuma Sector 

10 

30.0% 

13 

-61.5% 

5. 

-20.0% 

4 

-25.0% 

3 

2.5% 

El Centro Sector 

5 

-20.0% 

4 

0.0% 

4 

0.0% 

4 

175.0% 

11 

9.2% 

San Diego Sector 

9 

0.0% 

9 

-11.1% 

8 

87.5% 

15 

-26.7% 

11 

9.2% 

Totals 

112 

18.8% 

133 

-0.8% 

132 

-14.4% 

113 

5.3% 

119 

100% 
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ES Centro Sector 

12 

20 

11 

San Diego Sector 

15 

32 

11 

GRAND TOTAL 

398 

390 

124 


DATA SOURCE: ENFORCE/iDENT (EID) (UNOFFICIAL), DATA AS OF 03/27/09 
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McAllen Sector 

125 

76 

10 

497 

252 

34 

Laredo Sector 

101 

70 

26 

320 

297 

57 

Del Rio Sector 

73 

11 

7 

89 

25 

8 

Marfa Sector 

1 

7 

0 

1 

11 

0 

Ei Paso Sector 

76 

27 

8 

119 

47 

15 

Tucson Sector 

187 

141 

41 

573 

469 

73 

Yuma Sector 

31 

10 

2 

77 

21 

2 

E! Centro Sector 

19 

13 

3 

34 

32 

4 

San Diego Sector 

93 

78 

18 

137 

110 

24 

GRAND TOTAL 

706 

433 

115 

1,847 

1,264 

217 


DATA SOURCE: EID (UNOFFICIAL), DATA AS OF 03/27/09 
*Last Updated: Wednesday, March 25, 2009 


Question: Please describe the program, budget, and impact of the public service announcement (PSA) and 
musical production initiative (“No Mas Cruces in La Frontera” that the Border Patrol has been conducting on 
the Southwest Border. 

ANSWER: The BSI media campaign contributes to the BSI goal of reducing injury and preventing death on 
the border. The campaign has two elements: 

1) No Mas Cruces (NMC) is a non-CBP branded (anonymous) campaign that focuses on educating the potential 
migrant (target group is primarily ruen, 18-30 years old) and the migrant sponsor of the risks and dangers of 
crossing die border illegally. 

2) No Te Enganes (NTE) is openly sponsored by CBP and is designed to focus on educating the potential 
migrant about the risks and dangers they may face while placing their trust in smugglers. The current focus of 
NTE is human trafficking. 

The combined working objectives of the media campaigns are: 

1) Planting a seed of doubt in the potential immigrant’s mind (interior of Mexico and possibly Central 
America) and thereby dissuade a percentage of immigrants from attempting to cross the border illegally. 

2) Educating those in the middle of their journey, who have perhaps run into trouble or have doubts that it is 
not too late to turn back. 

3) Dissuading sponsors residing in the U.S. from arranging for and paying smugglers to carry out illegal 
crossing. Convey the message that responsibilities do lie on them if something happens and blood is on 
their hands. 

These objectives are carried out through television spots, billboards, posters, radio spots and a popular 
form of folk lore music. 

The production phase of NMC was completed in 2004 and is currently in the distribution phase in Mexico 
and the U.S. It will be expanded to El Salvador, Guatemala and the Dominican Republic. 

NTE is currently in its production stage and will utilize television, radio and print modes of 
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communication. It will be distributed in El Salvador, Guatemala, Mexico and Dominican Republic. 


Apprehension/Seizure Data 

Question: Please provide data by sector for FY 2008 and FY20Q9 to date on entries, apprehensions, “turned 
back south” (TBS), and “getaways”. 


ANSWER: The Border Patrol does not have data on “turned back south” (TBS), or “getaways.” 


BP AI»PS FOR F Y 2008, FY2009TI), T HROUG H MAR 25 

_ APPREHENSIONS j 

' | ^ FY2GG8 ' |'- V ' FY200 9TQ^ 


SDC 

162.388 

59,907 

ELC 

40,964 

15,720 

YUM 

8,362 

3,240 

TCA 

317,739 

106,200 

EPT 

30,311 

7,464 

MAR 

s^o" 1 

3,191 

DRT 

20,761 

8,607 

LRT 

43,662 

18,438 

MCA 

75,478 

26,834 

BLW 

950 

493 

SPW 

341 

147 

HVM 

426 

141 

GFN 

542 

223 

DTM 

960 

519 

BUN 

3,338 

1,205 

SWB 

1,283 

422 

HLT 

81 

27 

NLL 

4,303 

1,866 

Mi P 

6,021 

2,060 

RMY 

572 

259 

GRAND TOTAL 

723,872 

256,963 


'DATA SOURCE: EiD (UNOFFICIAL)'. DATA AS OF 03/27/09 


Question: Please list numbers of illegal immigrants, including data on special interest aliens, apprehended in 
FY 2008 and to date in FY 2009 by Border Patrol and OFO, with data by sector, port of entry (if available), and 
for preclearance sites, broken out by categories: aliens refused, withdrawn, expedited cases withdraw, paroled, 
deferred, referred for credible fear, and referred to an immigration judge. 

ANSWER: See attached chart and below 


BP ASICS FOR FY2008, FY2009TD, THROUGH MAR 25 




SECTOR 



San Diego 

30 

21 

El Paso 

7 

1 

Yuma 

8 

6 
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Tucson 

15 

12 

El Paso 

24 

11 

Marfa 

29 

9 

Del Rio 

5 

9 

Laredo 

31 

9 

Rio Grande Valley 

203 

95 

Blaine 

11 

3 

Spokane 

2 

1 

Havre 

2 

0 

Grand Forks 

12 

3 

Detroit 

20 

6 

Buffalo 

122 

50 

Swanton 

33 

7 

Houfton 

2 

0 

New Orleans 

27 

17 

Miami 

22 

9 

Ramey 

0 

0 

GRAND TOTAL 

605 

269 


DATA SOURCE: EID (UNOFFICIAL), DATA AS OF 03/27/09 
ASICS- Aliens from Special Intrest Countries 


Question: Please provide the number of Terrorist Identities Datamart Environment (TIDE) encounters by sector 
or port of entry for fiscal years 2007-9 (to date). 

ANSWER: Please see the tables that follow. 


FY 2007 Positive TIDE Matches 1 

NEW YORK, NEW YORK-KENNEDY 

1287 

CHICAGO, ILLINOIS-O'HARE 

535 

WASHINGTON DULLES DC 

403 

LOS ANGELES INTL AIRPORT, CALIFORNIA 

336 

BUFFALO-NIAGARA FALLS, NY 

233 

ATLANTA, GEORGIA 

211 

MIAMI INTL AIRPORT, FLORIDA 

194 

NEW YORK, NEW YORK-NEWARK 

185 

DETROIT, MICHIGAN 

174 

DETROIT, M1CHIGAN-WAYNE CO 

166 

TORONTO, ON, CANADA PRECLEARANCE 

140 

HOUSTON INTERCONTL, HOUSTON, TX 

139 

SAN FRANCISCO INTL AIRPORT, CALIFORNIA 

125 

DALLAS/FT. WORTH, TEXAS 

77 

BLAINE, WASHINGTON 

60 

SEATTLE/TACOMA, WASHINGTON 

59 

MONTREAL DORVAL, QUEBEC, CANADA 

58 

PHILADELPHIA AIRPORT, PA 

56 

MiNNEAPOLIS/ST. PAUL, MN 

46 
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FY 2007 Posit ive TI DE Match es 


BOSTON. MASSACHUSETTS-LOGAN 

45 

SAN YSiDRO, CALIFORNIA 

44 

SAN JUAN iNTL AIRPORT 

41 

VANCOUVER, BC, CANADA PRECLEARANCE 

40 

DENVER, COLORADO 

36 

PORT HURON, Ml 

28 

CHAMPLA1N-ROUSES POINT. NEW YORK 

24 

CINCINNATI, OHIO 

24 

PORTLAND, OREGON 

24 

CHARLOTTE, NORTH CAROLINA 

20 

FT. LAUDERDALE, FLORIDA 

19 

OTTAWA, ON, CANADA PRECLEARANCE 

19 

ST. THOMAS, VIRGIN ISLANDS 

19 

NASSAU BAHAMA PRECLEARANCE 

16 

CALGARY, ALBERTA, CANADA 

15 

EL PASO, TEXAS 

15 

HONOLULU, OAHU, HAWAII 

15 

ORLANDO, FLORIDA-iNTL 

15 

PHOENIX, ARIZONA 

15 

ST. CROIX, VIRGIN ISLANDS 

14 

MIAMI, FLORIDA SEAPORT 

13 

DUBLIN IRELAND PRECLEARANCE 

12 

GUAM PRECLEARANCE 

11 

■ HiGHGATE SPRINGS/ALBURG, VERMONT 

10 

HILDALGO, TEXAS 

10 

ALEXANDRIA BAY, NY 

8 

MEMPHIS, TENNESSEE 

8 

NOGALES, ARIZONA 

8 

OTAY MESA, CALIFORNIA 

8 

AMSTERDAM, NETHERLANDS (IAP) 

7 

CALEXICO, CALIFORNIA 

7 

HALIFAX, NS, CANADA PRECLEARANCE 

7 

PORT EVERGLADES, FL SEAPORT 

7 

TAMPA/ST. PETERSBURG, FLORIDA - SEAPORT 

7 

ANCHORAGE, ALASKA 

6 

LONG BEACH, CA SEAPORT 

6 

NEW YORK, NEW YORK-NEWARK SEAPORT 

6 

SAN JUAN SEAPORT 

6 

SHANNON IRELAND PRECLEARANCE 

6 

LONDON-HEATHROW, ENGLAND UK-(IAP) 

5 

NEW YORK, NEW YORK-LA GUARDIA 

5 

L PROGRESO, TEXAS 

5 

WINNIPEG, MB, CANADA PRECLEARANCE 

5 

BALTIMORE, MARYLAND 

4 

DERBY LINE, VERMONT 

4 

LAREDO, TEXAS 

4 

LAS VEGAS, NEVADA 

4 
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FY 2007 Positive TIDE Matches 


NEW ORLEANS. LOUISIANA SEAPORT 

4 

SAN LUiS, AZ 

4 

SEATTLE, WA SEAPORT 

4 

BUN-NIAGARA FALLS NEW YORK STATION 

3 

CLEVELAND. OHIO 

3 

DETROIT, Mi SEAPORT 

3 

FRANKFURT, GERMANY (IAP) 

3 

HOUSTON, TX SEAPORT 

3 

LOS ANGELES, CA SEAPORT 

3 

LOUISVILLE, KY AIRPORT - UPS 

3 

LYNDEN, WASHINGTON 

3 

PEMBINA, ND 

3 

RALEIGH/DURHAM, NORTH CAROLINA 

3 

SANTA TERESA, NEW MEXICO 

3 

SAULT STE. MARIE, Ml SEA - FERRY 

3 

TECATE, CALIFORNIA 

3 

VANCOUVER, BC, CANADA SEAPORT 

3 

WILMINGTON, DE - SEAPORT 

3 

BALTIMORE. MARYLAND SEAPORT 

2 

CHARLOTTE AMALIE, Vi 

2 

FT. LAUDERDALE, FLORIDA SEAPORT 

2 

HARTFORD, CT 

2 

JUNEAU, AK SEAPORT 

2 

■ LRT-LAREDO DEL MAR TEXAS STATION 

2 

NORFOLK, VA SEAPORT 

2 

OGDENSBURG, NEW YORK 

2 

OROVILLE, WASHINGTON 

2 

PORT CANAVERAL. FL SEAPORT 

2 

PORTAL, ND 

2 

SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA SEAPORT 

2 

SAULT STE. MARIE, Ml SEAPORT 

2 

SAVANNAH, GEORGIA SEAPORT 

2 

ST. ALBANS, VERMONT 

2 

WELLTON STATION, AZ BP 

2 

A JO, AZ BP 

1 

ANDRADE, CALIFORNIA 

1 

BANGOR, ME 

1 

BEAUMONT, TEXAS SEAPORT 

1 

BELLINGHAM, WASHINGTON 

1 

BERMUDA PRECLEARANCE 

1 

BROWNSVILLE, TEXAS 

1 

BRUNSWICK, GA SEAPORT 

1 

BUFFALO-NIAGARA FALLS, NY - TRAIN 

1 

CHARLESTON, SC SEAPORT 

1 

CHARLOTTE AMALIE, Vi SEAPORT 

1 

CHRISTIANSTED, VI 

1 

DAYTON, OHIO 

1 
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FY 2007 Posllh e FIDE Matches 

DEL RIO, TEXAS 

1 

DNM-DEMING NEW MEXICO STATION 

1 

DRT-ABILENE TEXAS SUBSTATION BP 

1 

DTM-DETROIT MICHIGAN STATION 

1 

DULUTH, MN SEAPORT 

1 

DUNSEITH, NORTH DAKOTA 

1 

EASTPORT, ID 

1 

EDMONTON, ALBERTA-iNTL, CANADA 

1 

EL PASO, TEXAS BP 

1 

EPT-EL PASO BORDER PATROL SECTOR HQS 

1 

EPT-LORDSBURG NEW MEXICO STATION BP 

1 

FABENS, TEXAS 

t 

FORT FAIRFIELD, ME 

1 

FORT PIERCE, FL SEAPORT 

1 

GRAND FORKS AIRPORT, ND 

1 

GRAND PORTAGE, MN 

1 

HOULTON, ME 

1 

INDIANAPOLIS, INDIANA 

1 

JMB-JACKMAN, MAIN E-BP 

1 

MASSENA, NY 

1 

MIP-TAMPA FLORIDA STATION BP 

1 

NEW HAVEN, CT SEAPORT 

1 

NEW YORK NY/NEW ARK. NJ TRAIN 

1 

NEW YORK, NEW YORK-NEWARK 

1 

PHM-PORT HURON, Ml (BPS) 

1 

PORTHILL, ID 

1 

RGV-MCALLEN TEXAS STATION 

1 

ROMA, TEXAS 

1 

ROOSVILLE, MONTANA 

1 

SAN ANTONIO, TEXAS AIRPORT 

1 

SCP-SIERRA BLANCA CP BP 

1 

SDC-CAMPO STATION, CA BP 

1 

ST, CROIX, VIRGIN ISLANDS SEAPORT 

1 

SWB-SW ANTON VERMONT STATION 

1 

SWEETGRASS, MT 

1 

TAB-TAMPA/ST. PETERSBURG, FLORIDA 

1 

TCA-CASA GRANDE STATION BP 

1 

TCA-TUCSON AZ STATION BP 

1 

TOLEDO, OHIO - SEAPORT 

1 

TUCSON, AZ 

1 

TUKTOYAKTUK, NWT, CANADA 

1 

VAN BUREN, ME 

1 

VICTORIA, BC, CANADA PRECLEARANCE 

1 

VICTORIA, BC, CANADA-FERRY 

1 

WEST PALM BEACH, FL - SEAPORT 

1 

TOTAL 

5308 
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FY 2008 Positive TIDE Matches ! 

NEW YORK. NEW YORK • JFK 

1204 

CHICAGO. ILiNOSS - O'HARE 

446 

WASHINGTON, DC - DULLES 

446 

LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA - LAX 

289 

MIAMI, FLORIDA - MIA 

232 

ATLANTA, GEORGIA - ATI 

201 

BUFFALO-NIAGARA FALLS. NEW YORK 2 PED 

195 

NEW YORK. NEW YORK-NEW ARK - EWR 

186 

DETROIT, MiCHICAN 

172 

HOUSTON, TEXAS - IAH 

160 

TORONTO, ON, CANADA PRE 

160 

DETROIT /WAYNE, MICHIGAN - DTW 

151 

SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA - SFO 

125 

BLAINE, WASHINGTON - BLA 

72 

DALLAS/FT. WORTH, TEXAS - DFW 

66 

SEATTLE/TACOMA, WASHINGTON 

58 

BOSTON, MASSACHUSETTS - BOS 

57 

SAN JUAN, PUERTO RICO 

52 

SAN YSIDRO, CALIFORNIA 8 PEDS 

52 

MONTREAL, QB, CANADA PRE 

51 

MINNEAPOLIS/ST. PAUL, MINNESOTA - MSP 

46 

PHILADELPHIA PA/WILMTON - PHL 

39 

PORT HURON, MICHIGAN 

36 

■ FT. LAUDERDALE, FLORIDA - FLL 

27 

VANCOUVER, BC, CANADA PRE 

27 

DENVER, COLORADO - DEN 

23 

CHAMPLAIN-ROUSES POINT, NEW YORK 

22 

PHOENIX, ARIZONA - PHX 

22 

CHARLOTTE, NORTH CAROLINA - CLT 

20 

LONDON, ENGLAND - HEATHROW - 1AP 

17 

CINCINNATI, OHIO - CVG 

16 

EL PASO. TEXAS - ELP 4 PED 

16 

ALEXANDRIA BAY, NEW YORK - AXB 

15 

LONG BEACH, CALIFORNIA SEAPORT 

14 

OTTAWA, CANADA PRE 

14 

PORTLAND, OREGON - PDX 

14 

ST CROIX, VIRGIN ISLANDS 

14 

BROWNSVILLE. TEXAS 2 PED 

13 

MEMPHIS, TENNESSEE - MEM 

13 

MIAMI, FLORIDA SEAPORT 

12 

NASSAU, BAHAMAS PRE 

12 

DUBLIN, IRELAND PRE 

11 

ORLANDO, FLORIDA - MCO 

11 

PHILADELPHIA, PENNSYLVANIA - PiA 

11 

OTAY MESA, CALIFORNIA 1 PED 

10 

PEMBINA. NORTH DAKOTA 

10 

FRANKFURT, GERMANY - JAP 

9 
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FY 2008 Positive TIDE Matches 

MASS ENA. NEW YORK 

9 

SAN JUAN, PUERTO RICO SEAPORT 

9 

HIDALGO, TEXAS 

8 

H1GHGATE SPRINGS, VERMONT 

S 

SWEETGRASS, MONTANA 

8 

VICTORIA, BC, CANADA 

8 

CALEXICO, CALIFORNIA 2 FED 

7 

CALGARY, AB, CANADA PRE 

7 

NOGALES, ARIZONA 1 PED 

7 

PORT EVERGLADES, FLORIDA SEAPORT 

7 

ANCHORAGE, ALASKA - ANC 

6 

BALTIMORE, MARYLAND - BWi 

6 

SEATTLE, WASHINGTON 

6 

AMSTERDAM, NETHERLANDS - IAP 

5 

HONOLULU, HAWAII - HNL 

5 

KEY WEST, FLORIDA SEAPORT 

5 

LAREDO, TEXAS 1 PED 

5 

LUKEVILLE, ARIZONA 

5 

RALEIGH/DURHAM, NORTH CAROLINA - RDU 

5 

ST, THOMAS, VIRGIN ISLANDS 

5 

EDMONTON, ALBERTA CANADA PRE 

4 

LAS VEGAS, NEVADA - LAS 

4 

PORT CANAVERAL, FLORIDA SEAPORT 

4 

PROGRESO, TEXAS 1 PED 

4 

TAMPA/ST. PETERSBURG, FLORIDA - TAM 

4 

WESTCHESTER COUNTY. NEW YORK 

4 

CLEVELAND, OHIO • CLE 

3 

DTM-TRENTON MICHIGAN STATION BP 

3 

GALVESTON, TEXAS SEAPORT - GAL 

3 

GUAM, GUAM 

3 

OGDENSBURG, NEW YORK 

3 

SAN ANTONIO, TEXAS - SAT 

3 

SAN DIEGO, CALIFORNIA 1 PED 

3 

SUMAS, WASHINGTON 

3 

TAMPA, FLORIDA SEAPORT 

3 

WiLDHORSE, MONTANA 

3 

ARUBA PRECLEARANCE - ARB PRE 

2 

BANGOR, MAINE - BGR 

2 

CALAIS, MAINE 

2 

DERBY LINE, VERMONT 

2 

HLT-HOULTON, MAINE STATION BP 

2 

LONDON, ENGLAND - GATWICK - IAP 

2 

MANCHESTER, ENGLAND - SAP 

2 

MAYAGUEZ, PUERTO RICO SEAPORT 

2 

MORGAN CITY, LOUISIANA SEAPORT 

2 

NEWARK, NEW JERSEY 

2 

PORT ARTHUR, TEXAS SEAPORT 

2 
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FY 2008 Positive TIDE Matches 

SAN DIEGO. CA SEAPORT 

2 

SANTA TERESA, NEW MEXICO 

2 

BALTIMORE, MARYLAND 

1 

BUN-ERIE, PENNSYLVANIA BP 

1 

BUN-ROCHESTER, NEW YORK BP 

1 

DOUGLAS, ARIZONA 

1 

EPT - EL PASO BORDER PATROL SECTOR BP 

1 

EPT- ALAMOGORDO NEW MEXICO STATION BP 

1 

EPT- DEMING NEW MEXICO STATION BP 

1 

FREEPORT, BAHAMAS PRE 

1 

HARTFORD, CONNECTICUT - HAR 

1 

JUNEAU, ALASKA 

1 

MILWAUKEE, WISCONSIN - MKE 

t 

M IP-WEST PALM BEACH, FL BP 

1 

NASSAU. BAHAMAS SEAPORT 

1 

NEW HAVEN, CT 

t 

NOGALES, ARIZONA FERRY 

t 

PiEGAN, MONTANA 

1 

PORTLAND, ME 

1 

RGV - KINGSVILLE TEXAS STATION BP 

t 

RGV-HARLINGEN TEXAS STATION BP 

1 

RICHMOND/WMBG, VIRGINIA 

1 

SALT LAKE CITY, UTAH 

1 

• SAN LUIS, ARIZONA 

1 

SDC-SAN DIEGO, CALIFORNIA BP 

1 

SHANNON, IRELAND PRE 

1 

ST. ALBANS, VERMONT 

1 

TCA-TUCSON BORDER PATROL BP 

1 

TECATE, CALIFORNIA 

1 

TOKYO-NARITA, JAPAN - IAP 

1 

WARSAW, POLAND - IAP 

1 

WASHINGTON, DC-NATIONAL 

1 

Total 

5,109 


First Quarter FY 2009 Positive TIDE Matches 


FY 2009 Q1 TIDES 

NEW YORK, NEW YORK - JFK 

285 

WASHINGTON, DC-DULLES - IAD 

126 

CHICAGO, ILLINOIS - O'HARE 

98 

LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA - LAX 

70 

MIAMI, FLORIDA - MIA 

56 

HOUSTON, TEXAS - IAH 

50 

DETROIT/WAYNE, MICHIGAN - DTW 

46 

ATLANTA, GEORGIA - ATL 

43 

NEWARK, NEW JERSEY - EWR 

40 

SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA - SFO 

33 

BUFFALO-NIAGARA FALLS NY 

29 
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First Quarter FY 2008 Positive TIDE Matches 


FY 2009 G1 TIDES 


DETROIT, MICHIGAN 

23 

BOSTON, MASSACHUSETTS - BOS 

18 

SEATTLE-TACOMA, WASHINGTON - SEA 

15 

MINNEAPOUS/ST. PAUL, MNNESOTA - MSP 

14 

DALLAS/FT. WORTH, TEXAS - DFW 

13 

TORONTO, ONTARIO, CANADA PRE 

12 

SAN JUAN, PUERTO RICO - SJU 

10 

PHILADELPHIA, PENNSYLVANIA - PIA 

7 

BLAINE, WASHINGTON 

6 

BROWNSVILLE, TEXAS 

6 

LONDON, ENGLAND HEATHROW - LHR IAP 

6 

PORT HURON, MICHIGAN - PHU 

6 

FT. LAUDERDALE, FLORIDA - FLL 

5 

MIAMI, FLORIDA SEAPORT 

5 

SAN YSIDRO. CALIFORNIA - 3 PED 

5 

CINCINNATI, OHIO -CIN 

4 

HIGHGATE SPRINGS, VERMONT 

4 

NOGALES, ARIZONA 

4 

PORTLAND, OREGON - PDX 

4 

CHAMPLA1N-ROUSES POINT, NEW YORK 

3 

CHARLOTTE, NORTH CAROLINA - CLT 

3 

LAREDO, TEXAS - 1 PED 

3 

ORLANDO, FLORIDA - MCO 

3 

PHOENIX, ARIZONA 

3 

SAN DIEGO, CALIFORNIA 

3 

VANCOUVER, BC, CANADA PRECLEARANCE 

3 

ALEXANDRIA BAY, NEW YORK 

2 

ANDREWS AFB, MD 

2 

DENVER, COLORADO - DEN 

2 

DERBY LINE, VERMONT - DER 

2 

EL PASO, TEXAS 1 PED 

2 

FAJARDO, PUERTO RICO 

2 

HIDALGO, TEXAS - HID 

2 

HONOLULU, HAWAII - HHW 

2 

LAS VEGAS, NEVADA - LAS 

2 

LONG BEACH, CALIFORNIA SEAPORT 

2 

OGDENSBURG, NEW YORK - OGD 

2 

ONTARIO, CALIFORNIA - ONT 

2 

PEMBINA, NORTH DAKOTA 

2 

PHILADELPHIA PA/WILM'TON - PHL 

2 

PORT EVERGLADES, FL SEAPORT 

2 

RIO GRANDE VALLEY BP - RGV 

2 

AMSTERDAM, NETHERLANDS - AMS 

1 

ANCHORAGE, ALASKA - ANC 

1 

BANGOR, MAINE - BGM 

1 

DOUGLAS, ARIZONA - DOU 

1 
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Firs t Qu a; er FY k t TIDE Matches 

_ FY 2009 Q1 HOES ! 


FRANKFURT. GERMANY - IAP 

1 

GALVESTON, TEXAS SEAPORT 

1 

GUAM, GUAM 

1 

HARTFORD, CONNECTICUT - HAR 

1 

INTERNATIONAL FALLS, MN 

1 

LEBANON. NEW HAMPSHIRE - LEB 

1 

MEMPHIS, TENNESSEE - MEM 

1 

MONTREAL, QUEBEC CANADA PRE 

1 

NASSAU, BAHAMAS PRECLEARANCE 

1 

OPA LOCKA, FLORIDA - OPF 

1 

OTAY MESA, CALIFORNIA 

1 

PORT ANGELES, WASHINGTON - PAW 

1 

SALT LAKE CITY, UTAH - SLC 

1 

SAN DIEGO, CALIFORNIA - SDP 

1 

SAN JOSE, CALIFORNIA - SNJ 

1 

SIERRA BLANCA, TEXAS BP 

1 

ST. CROIX, VIRGIN ISLANDS 

1 

ST. THOMAS, VIRGIN ISLANDS 

1 

TAMPA, FLORIDA 

1 

Grand Total 

1119 


| January 2009 Positive TIDE Matches (PTMs) j 

JOHN F KENNEDY AIRPORT 

105 

ATLANTA, GA 

34 

CHICAGO, IL 

34 

WASHINGTON, DC DULLES 

29 

LOS ANGELES INT ARPT 

28 

MIAMI INTL AIRPORT 

25 

NEW YORK/NEWARK AREA 

23 

HOUSTON INTERCONTL 

22 

SAN FRANCISCO INTL AIRPT 

19 

BUFFALO-NIAGARA FALLS NY 

12 

DETROIT METROPLTN AIRPRT 

10 

DALLAS/FT. WORTH, TX 

9 

DETROIT, Ml 

9 

SEATTLE-TACOMA INTL ARPT 

8 

DENVER, CO 

5 

LOGAN AIRPORT, MA 

4 

PORTLAND INTL AIRPORT 

4 

CHAMPLAIN-ROUSES POINT 

3 

HiGHGATE SPRINGS/ALBURG 

3 

MINNEAPOLIS-ST. PAUL, MN 

3 

PH1LA. INTL. AIRPORT 

3 

PORT EVERGLADES, FL SEAPORT 

3 

BLAINE, WA 

2 

BROWNSVILLE, TX 

2 
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1 January 2009 Positive TIDE Matches (PTMs) j 

PHOENIX. AZ 

2 

PORT HURON, Mi 

2 

SALT LAKE CITY, UT 

2 

SAN JUAN, PR SEAPORT 

2 

SAN YSIDRO 

2 

ALEXANDRIA BAY, NY 

1 

CINCINNATI, OH 

1 

DOUGLAS AZ BORDER PATROL BP 

1 

FRANKFURT, GERMANY iAP 

1 

FT. LAUDERDALE, FL 

1 

LAREDO SECTOR HQ BP 

1 

LONDON-HEATHROW, UNITED KINGDOM IAP 

1 

MEMPHIS, TN 

1 

MIAMI SEAPORT ALT. 

1 

NOGALES, AZ 

1 

SAN JUAN INTL AIRPORT 

1 

TEMECULA (AREA 1) BR PT BP 

1 

USCBP NASSAU PRECLEAR PRE 

1 

USCBP OTTAWA PRECLEAR PRE 

1 

USCBP TORONTO PRECLEAR PRE 

1 

Total 

424 


Positive TIDE Matches (PTMs) 

g§|g " : -V 

February 2009 TIDES 

jgglljpT 

JOHN F KENNEDY AIRPORT 

59 

WASHINGTON, DC 

25 

LOS ANGELES INT ARPT 

23 

CHICAGO, IL 

22 

MIAMI INTL AIRPORT 

15 

NEW YORK/NEWARK AREA 

13 

ATLANTA, GA 

10 

PHILA. INTL. AIRPORT 

9 

BUFFALO-NIAGARA FALLS NY 1PED 

8 

SAN FRANCISCO INTL AIRPT 

8 

DETROIT METROPLTN AIRPRT 

7 

MINNEAPOUS-ST. PAUL, MN 

7 

HOUSTON INTERCONTL 

6 

USCBP TORONTO PRECLEAR PRE 

6 

DETROIT, Ml 

5 

PORT HURON, Ml 

5 

CHARLOTTE, NC 

4 

SEATTLE-TACOMA INTL ARPT 

4 

DALLAS/FT. WORTH, TX 

3 

BROWNSVILLE, TX 1 PED 

2 

FT. LAUDERDALE, FL 

2 

ORLANDO, FL 

2 

PHOENIX, AZ 

2 



245 



Positive TIDE Matches (PTMs) 


February 2009 TJDES 

SAN JUAN !NTL AIRPORT 

2 

BLAINE, WA 

1 

BWI AIRPORT 

1 

CHAMPLAIN-ROUSES POINT 

1 

CINCINNATI, OH 

1 

DENVER, CO 

1 

KANSAS CITY, MO 

1 

LONG BEACH, CA SEAPORT 

1 

LUKEVILLE, AZ 

1 

MASSENA BORDER PATROL BP 

1 

MIAMI, FL SEAPORT 

1 

OGDENSBURG BORDER PATROL BP 

1 

OGDENSBURG, NY 

1 

PORTLAND INTL AIRPORT 

1 

PROGRESO, TX 1 PED 

1 

SAN YSIDRO 

1 

TOTAL 

264 

"Numbers provided above only include individuals identified as a Positive TIDE 
match encountered by CBP at Ports of Entry, between Ports of Entry, at 

Preclearance ports, and at Immigration Advisory Program locations. 


Question: Please provide drug seizure data overall and by sector for cocaine, heroin, marijuana, 
methamphetamines, club/synthetic/other drugs, for fiscal years 2007-09 to date. 

ANS WER: Please see the following tables. 


CBP-OFO FY 2007 Drug Seizures by Weight (kg) 


/■V : /;"! 

~ 

I ' 

Dmg Type 


COCAINE 

(COC) 

ECSTASY 
(ECS) A- 

HEROIN 

(HER) 

MARIJUANA 

(MAR) 

M ET H AM PHETAM INE 
(MET) 

Total: 

ATLANTA (17) 

376.81 

9.21 

10.26 

509.81 

0.03 

906.11 

BALTIMORE (13) 

635.53 

0.00 

7.34 

9.18 

0.00 

652.05 

BOSTON (Ot) 

13.59 

0.00 

0.00 

474.70 

1.27 

489.56 

BUFFALO (09) 

11.07 

86.71 

0.00 

1,838.84 

0.01 

1,936.62 

CHICAGO (39) 

636.87 

6.70 

11.40 

8,688.70 

5.28 

9,348.95 

DETROIT (38) 

110.05 

296.70 

1.48 

469.20 

0.03 

— - 

877.45 

EL PASO (24) 

519.17 

0.00 

14.92 

90,340.49 


90,874.67 

HOUSTON (53) 

11.36 

0.02 

6.72 

81.94 

2.18 

102.22 

LAREDO (23) 

4,608.26 

0.00 

39.70 

29,019.53 

89.53 

33,757.01 

LOS ANGELES (27) 

43.90 

0.00 

3.59 

0.98 

0.01 

48.48 

MIAMI (52) 

18,528.35 

0.46 

134.34 

6,974.54 

0.42 

25,638.12 

NEW ORLEANS (20) 

322.34 

1.00 

26.85 

3,345.89 

3.85 

3,699.93 

NEW YORK (10) 

727.38 

1.05 

255.92 

4,329.17 

0.01 

5,113.53 

PORTLAND (29) 

0.00 

0.00 

3.07 

48.24 

0.05 

51.36 

PRECLEARANCE (01) 

13.51 

0.00 

11.84 

0.08 

0.00 

25.43 

SAN DIEGO (25) 

3,993.13 

0.00 

131.70 

98,602.00 

896.07 

103,620.90 

SAN FRANCISCO (28) 

0.61 

0.00 

0.00 

191.79 

0.00 

192.40 
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SAN JUAN (49) 

2,740.29 

0.00 

225. S4 ! 

556,98 

0.00 

3,523.11 

SEATTLE (30) 

343.04 i 

93.95 

0.18 ! 

2,127.22 

1.28 j 

2,565.67 

TAMPA (18) 

192.72 

0.00 

5.25 

60.93 

0.00 | 

258.91 

TUCSON (26) 

1,791.12 

0.00 

41.69 

32,916.16 

153.19 ! 

34,902.17 

Total: 

35.617.10 

495.81 

932.08 

280,386.37 

1, 153,30 

318,584.66 


Data Source: OFO - SEACATS/ATS-P 


CBP-OIW* FY 2007 Dru g Seizures h) Weight (kg) 


Drug Type 


Sector (code) 

COCAINE 

\\'(c6tk'-- 

HEROIN 

(HER) 

MARIJUANA 

(MAR) 

MKTH AMPHETAMINE 
(MET) 

Total: 

m MNM(BLW) 

34,59 

0.00 

271.89 

0.00 

306.47 

BUFFALO (BUN) 

1.13 

0.00 

91.91 

0.00 

93,04 

DEI. RIO(DRT) 

191.15 

0.00 

27,958.07 

2.97 

28,152,19 

Dl 'IROIl (DTM) 

0.46 

0.00 

1.44 

0.00 

1.90 

11 CENTRO (ELC) 

527.84 

0.00 

25,747.92 

73.39 

26,349.15 

El, PASO (FJPT) 

191.32 

29.41 

58,550.38 

U8 

58,772.29 

GRAND FORKS (GFN) 

0.00 

0.00 

1.47 

0.08 

1.55 

HAVRE (HVM) 

0.00 

0.00 

8.41 

0.00 

8.41 

HOULTON (HLT) 

0.00 

0.00 

15.86 

0.00 

15.86 

LAREDO (LRT) 

1,231.95 

10.00 

61,681.46 

0.05 

62,923.47 

MARFA (MAR) 

184.57 

0,93 

34,222.53 

0.94 

34,408.98 

MIAMI (MIP) 

582,36 

0.00 

603.78 

0.36 

1,186.50 

NEW ORLEANS (NLL) 

4.51 

0.00 

251.43 

0.00 

255.94 

RAMEY (RMY) 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 


■ RIO GRANDE VALLEY 
(RGV) 

3,330.58 

11.24 

185,932.35 

17.41 

189,291.58 

SAN DIEGO (SDC) 

0.22 

0.01 

16,914.32 

0.61 

16,915.16 

SPOKANE (S.PW) 

61.69 

0.00 

312.17 

32.66 

406.52 

SW ANTON (SWB) 

13.15 

0.00 

1,514.88 

0.00 

1,528.04 

TUCSON (TCA) 

80.47 

1.20 

418,086.40 

23.50 

418,191.57 

YUMA (YUM) 

24.13 

0.01 

24,388.91 

1.91 

24,414.96 

Total: 

6,460.13 

52.82 

856,555.57 

155.07 

863,223.60 


Data Source: OBP - ENFORCE 


CBP-A & M FA’ 2007 Dr ug Seizures by Weight (kg) 


District Name (Code) 


HU 

COCAINE: HEROIN 

(COC) (HER) 

MARIJUANA 

(MAR) 

BSTjaeijyira- 

mi.l INGHAM AIR BRANCH 
(BEL) 

0.00 

0.00 

192.78 

0.00 

192.78 

CARIBBEAN AIR AND MARINE 
BRANCH (PUERTO RICO) (PTR) 

446.50 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

446.50 

DEL RIO SECTOR AIR 
OPERATIONS (DRT) 

0.00 

0.00 

398.26 

0.00 

398.26 

EL PASO AIR BRANCH (ELP) 

0.14 

0.00 

550.28 

0.17 

550.59 

GREAT FALLS AIR BRANCH 
<GTF) 

0.00 

0.00 

1.36 

0.00 

1.36 

JACKSONVILLE AIR AND 
MARINE BRANCH (JAX> 

3,887.15 

0.00 

993.47 

0.00 

4,880.62 

LAREDO AIR BRANCH (LRT) 

0.00 

0.00 

2,172.93 

0.00 

2,172.93 

MIAMI AIR AND MARINE 
BRANCH (MIA) 

46.00 

0.00 

440.11 

0.00 

486,11 



247 


NEW ORLEANS AIR AND 

MARINE BRANCH (MSY) 

4,409.67 

0.00 

17.19 

0.03 

4,426.90 

P-3 OPERATIONS CENTER 
CORPUS CHRIST! fCRP) 

5,105.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

5,105.00 

P-3 OPERATIONS CENTER 
JACKSONVILLE (JAC) 

2,996.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

2,996.00 

PLATTS BURG AIR BRANCH 
(PLB) 

0.00 

0.00 

20.41 

0.00 

20.41 

RIO GRANDE V ALLEY AIR 
MARINE BRANCH (RGV) 

78.02 

0.71 

6,244.49 

0.00 

6,323.22 

SAN DIEGO AIR AND MARINE 
BRANCH (SAN) 

14.45 

2.28 

73,184.74 

2.79 

73,204.25 

TUCSON AIR BRANCH (TUC) 

0.00 

0.00 

2,140.86 

0.00 

2,140.86 

Total: 

16,982.94 

2.99 

86356.88 

2,98 

103,345.78 


Data Source: A&M - SEACATS/ATS-P 
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EL PASO (EPT) 

107.58 

6.90 

39,626.72 

0.67 

39,741 .87 

GRAND FORKS (GFN) 

0.00 

0.00 

69.04 

0.00 

69.04 

HAVRE (HVM) 

0.00 

0.00 

1.21 

0.00 

1.21 

HOULTON (HLT) 

0.00 

0.00 

28.22 

0.00 

28.22 

LAREDO (LRT) 

1,267.09 

4.31 

57,043.70 

23.77 

58,338.87 

MARFA (MAR) 

9.15 

0.03 

27,493.56 

2.60 

27,505.34 

MIAMi (MfP) 

1.30 

0.00 

309.18 

0.00 

310.48 

NEW ORLEANS (NIL) 

1.12 

0.00 

24.62 

0.03 

25.76 

RAMEY (RMY) 

100.02 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

100.02 

RfO GRANDE VALLEY 
(RGV) 

2,099.20 

1.21 

171,504.35 

0.00 

173,604.75 

SAN DIEGO (SDC) 

317.15 

6,16 

22,-187.78 

21.20 

22,532.29 

SPOKANE (SPW) 

71.84 

0.01 

243.66 

0.12 

315.63 

SWANTON (SWB) 

0.20 

0.05 

2,666.31 

0.00 

2,666.56 

TUCSON (TCA) 

119.85 

1.74 

376,583.11 

10.22 

376,714.91 

YUMA (YUM) 

19.50 

0.01 

10,908.27 

10.33 

10,938.10 

Total: 

4,201.53 

20.80 

752,074.21 

71.58 

756,368.12 


Data Source: GBP - ENFORCE 


CBP-A& M FY 2008 Drug Seiz ures by Weight (kg) 



Drug Type 

Total; 

District Name (Code) 

COCAINE 

(COC) 

ECSTASY 

(ECS) 

HEROIN 

(HER) 

MARIJUANA 

(MAR) 

METH AMPHETAMINE 
(MET) 

BELLINGHAM AIR 
BRANCH (BEL) 

0.06 

0.00 

0.45 

0.23 

0.03 

0.77 

CARIBBEAN AIR AND 
MARINE BRANCH 
' (PUERTO RICO) (PTR) 

3,936.84 

0.00 

2.16 

0.00 

0.00 

3,939.00 

GREAT FALLS AIR 
BRANCH (GIT) 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

86,430.54 

0.05 

86,430.58 

JACKSONVILLE AIR 
AND MARINE 

BRANCH (.FAX) 

469.00 

0.00 

0.00 

372.13 

0.00 

841.13 

LAREDO AIR 

BRANCH (LRT) 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

761.41 

0.00 

761.41 

MIAMI AIR AND 
MARINE BRANCH 
(MIA) 

595.00 

0.00 

0.00 

989.12 

0.00 

1,584.12 

NEW ORLEANS AIR 
AND MARINE 

BRANCH (MSY) 

152.36 

0.00 

0.00 

1,105.79 

0.64 

1,258.78 

P-3 OPERATIONS 
CENTER CORPUS 
CHRISTI (CRP) 

13,364.50 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

13,364.50 

P-3 OPERATIONS 
CENTER 

JACKSONVILLE (JAC) 

39,808.24 

0.00 

110.69 

0.00 

0.00 

39,918,93 

PLATTSBURG AIR 
BRANCH (PIS) 

1.50 

0.00 

0.00 

558.38 

0.00 

559.88 

RIO GRANDE 

VALLEY AIR MARINE 
BRANCH (RGV) 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

249.03 

0.00 

249.03 

SAN DIEGO AIR .AND 
MARINE BRANCH 
(SAN) 

99.10 

0.00 

2.55 

20,653.04 

33.67 

20,788.35 

TUCSON AIR 

BRANCH (TUG) 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

106.51 

0.00 

106,51 
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Total: J 58,426.60 | 0.00 | 115.85 | 111,226.16 | 

DataSo«rce:A&M'^SEACATS/ATS-P 


34.38 169,802.99 


CBP-OIO S'Y 2009 (October 1, 2009 th ru M arch 29, 2009) I)rti^ Sei zures by Weight (kg) 





Dru 

8 Type 

METHAMPHEi AMINE 
(MET) 

Total: 

Held OtYk'f. semie; 

COCAINE 

(COO 

ECSTASY 

(PCS. 

HEROIN 

(HER) 

MARIJUANA 

(MAR) 

ATLANTA (17) 

30.32 

0.00 

2.37 

1.944.41 

0.00 

1,977.10 

BALTIMORE (13) 

7.87 

0.00 

0.00 

6.91 

0.00 

14.78 

BOSTON (04) 

3.36 

0.00 

0.85 

1,230.60 

0.00 

1,234.81 

BUFFALO (09) 

0.01 

2.14 

0.03 

196.52 

0.00 

198.70 

CHICAGO (39) 

229.76 

2.21 

4.03 

2,428.35 

2.02 

2,66.6.37 

DETROIT (38) 

0.04 

81.98 

0.00 

725.51 

0.07 

807.60 

EL PASO (24) 

80.10 

0.00 

0.02 

42,084.26 

0.02 

42,164.40 

HOUSTON (53) 

7.38 

0.00 

0.82 

76.37 

0.00 

8447 

LAREDO (23) 

1,533.40 

0.00 

27.75 

17,034.51 

36.05 

18,631.7! 

LOS ANGELES (27) 

70.70 

0.00 

0.09 

84346 

0.00 

914.35 

MIAMI (52) 

6403.02 

0.00 

32.94 

1,685.10 

0.01 

8,221.07 

NEW ORLEANS (20) 

94.21 

0.00 

5.59 

636.03 

0.29 

736.12 

NEW YORK (10) 

679.45 

0.00 

95.22 

2,640.23 

0.00 

3,414.90 

PORTLAND (29) 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.22 

0.02 

0.24 

PRECLEARANCE (01) 

0.54 

0.00 

0.00 

0.01 

0.23 

0.78 

SAN DIEGO (25) 

1,827.05 

0.00 

137.52 

72,930.32 

643.22 

75438.11 

SAN FRANCISCO (28) 

22.53 

0.01 

0.02 

0.74 

0.00 

23.30 

SAN JUAN (49) 

5,022.36 

0.00 

10.08 

721.18 

0.00 

5,753.62 

1 SEATTLE (30) 

49.91 

0.00 

0.00 

809.75 

0.00 

859.66 

TAMPA (18) 

957.96 

0.00 

3.56 

202.94 

0.00 

1,164.46 

TUCSON (26) 

733.23 

0.00 

40.53 

24,479.28 

97.80 

25,350.84 

Total: 

17,853.20 

86.34 

361.43 

170,676.78 

779.74 

189,757.49 


Data Source: OFO - SEACATS/ATS-P 


CBP-OBP FY 2009 (October 1, 2009 thru March 29. 2009) Drug Seizures by Weight (kg) 


| 

Drut> Type 

. ' 

Tu,a,: 

Sector (code) 

COCAINE 

(COC) 

HEROIN 

(HER) 

MARIJUANA METH AMPHETAMINE 
(MAR) (MET) 

BLAINE (BLW) 

0.00 

0.00 

435.41 

2.10 

437.51 

BUFFALO (BUN) 

3.25 

0.14 

200.20 

0.00 

203.58 

DEL RIO (DRT) 

121.22 

0.00 

17,427.74 

0.00 

17,548.96 

DETROIT (DTM) 

3.47 

0.13 

39241 

0.00 

396.12 

EL CENTRO (ELC) 

36.78 

1.21 

3,370.01 

0.77 

3,408.78 

EL PASO (EFT) 

7.04 

0.36 

19,235.87 

6.88 

19,250.16 

GRAND FORKS (GFN) 

0.00 

0.00 

0.04 

0.00 

0.04 

HAVRE (HVM) 

0.00 

0.00 

0.65 

0.00 

0.65 

HOULTON (HLT) 

0.00 

0.00 

0.04 

0.00 

0.04 

LAREDO (LRT) 

335.46 

0.76 

58,084.89 

21.00 

58,442.11 

MARFA (MAR) 

0.36 

0.00 

5,580.06 

0.00 

5,580.43 

MIAMI (MIP) 

0.00 

0.00 

137.56 

1.13 

.118,70 

NEW ORLEANS (NIX) 

0.27 

0.00 

183.87 

0.92 

185.06 

RAMEY (RMY) 

0.00 

0.00 

2.27 

0,00 

2.27 
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RIO GRANDE VALLEY (RGV) 

1,153.83 

16.31 

198,776.23 j 

141.75 

200,088.12 

SAN DIEGO (SDC) 

307.87 

7.59 

5,100.67 

11.91 

5,428.04 

SPOKANE (SPW) 

0.29 

0.01 

18.05 

0.67 

19.02 

SWANTON (SWB) 

25.02 

0.18 

806.56 | 

0.00 

831.76 

TUCSON (TCA) 

43.93 

2.05 

275,636.54 j 

11.02 

275,693.54 

YUMA (YUM) 

1.02 

0.00 

10,946.06 

2.98 

10,950.06 

Total: | 

2,039.81 ! 

28.74 

596,315.24 

201.15 

598,584.95 


Data Source: OBP - ENFORCE 


C’BP-A&M 1 Y 2009 (October 1 , 2009 thru March 29, 2009 ) Drug Seizures by Weight (kg) 


District Name (Code) 



COCAINE 

(COO 

HEROIN 

(HER) 

MARIJUANA 

(MAR) 

..... 

AIR AND MARINE OPERATIONS 
CENTER (RIV) 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

CARIBBEAN AIR AND MARINE 
BRANCH (PUERTO RICO) (PTR) 

3,130.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

3,130.00 

GREAT FALLS AIR BRANCH (GTE) 

0.91 

0.00 

0.34 

0.45 

1.69 

JACKSONVILLE AIR AND MARINE 
BRANCH (JAX) 

312.00 

0.00 

2.10 

0.00 

314.10 

LAREDO AIR BRANCH (LRT) 

0.00 

0.00 

610.89 

0.00 

610.89 

MIAMI AIR AND MARINE 

BRANCH (MIA) 

25.40 

0.00 

1,050.40 

0.00 

1,075.80 

NEW ORLEANS AIR AND MARINE 
BRANCH (MSY) 

0.43 

0.00 

27.22 

0.14 

27.79 

P-3 OPERATIONS CENTER 

CORPUS CHRIST1 (CRP) 

1,500.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

1,500.00 

P-3 OPERATIONS CENTER 
JACKSONVILLE (JAC) 

15,227.10 

0.00 

1,500.06 

0.00 

16,727.16 

RIO GRANDE VALLEY AIR 

MARINE BRANCH (RGV) 

2.40 

0.00 

1,425.89 

0.00 

.1,428.29 

SAN DIEGO AIR AND MARINE 
BRANCH (SAN) 

19.19 

0.02 

1,782.58 

5.65 

1,807.44 

TUCSON AIR BRANCH (TUC) 

0.00 

0.00 

117.07 

0.00 

117.07 

Total: 

20,217.43 

0.02 

6,516.54 

6,24 

26,740.23 


Data Source: A&M - SEACATS/ATS-P 


Question: To the extent illegal border crossings (as estimated by apprehension data) appear to be declining on 
the Southwest Border, but human smuggling activity has increased, please provide data on where smugglers and 
their victims entered the U.S, (e.g., between the ports of entry or at ports of entry) for fiscal years 2008-09 (to 
date). This should include data on those persons discovered in so-called “drop houses” that, generally fall under 
jurisdiction of U.S. Immigration and Customs Enforcement. 


ANSWER: CBP does not have statistics on persons discovered in “drop houses”. Because of its size, the other 
requested data is provided separately. 
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1C.LED 


OFO Pori Name 

Data 


ANDRADE, CA (2502) 

Sum of Aliens Smuggled 



Sum of Smugglers 

flu 

BROWNSVILLE, TX (2301) 

Sum of Aliens Smuggled 

■a 


Sum of Smugglers 

Eu 

CALEXICO, CA (2503) 

Sum of Aliens Smuggled 

nn 


Sum of Smugglers 

IE&3 

CALEXICO-EAST (2507) 

Sum of Aliens Smuggled 

9 


Sum of Smugglers 

11 

COLUMBUS, NM (2406) 

Sum of Aliens Smuggled 

■fli 


Sum of Smugglers 

Hn 

DEL RIO, TX (2302) 

Sum of Aliens Smuggled 

32 


Sum of Smugglers 

8 

DOUGLAS, AZ (2601) 

Sum of Aliens Smuggled 

m 


Sum of Smugglers 

: E£] 

EAGLE PASS, TX (2303) 

Sum of Aliens Smuggled 

13 


Sum of Smugglers 


EL PASO, TX (2402) 

Sum of Aliens Smuggled 

177 1 


Sum of Smugglers 

92 

FABENS, TX (2404) 

Sum of Aliens Smuggled 

3 


Sum of Smugglers 

2 

HIDALGO, TX (2305) 

Sum of Aliens Smuggled 

32 


Sum of Smugglers 

20 

LAREDO, TX (2304) 

Sum of Aliens Smuggled 

■gl 


Sum of Smugglers 

w 

LUKEVILLE, AZ (2602) 

Sum of Aliens Smuggled 

6 


Sum of Smugglers 

2 

NACO, AZ (2603) 

Sum of Aliens Smuggled 

3 


Sum of Smugglers 

2 

NOGALES. AZ (2604) 

Sum of Aliens Smuggled 

24 


Sum of Smugglers 

69 

OTAY MESA (2506) 

Sum of Aliens Smuggled 



Sum of Smugglers 

mm 

PHOENIX, AZ (2605) 

Sum of Aliens Smuggled 

■D 


Sum of Smugglers 

■1 

PROGRESO, TX (2309) 

Sum of Aliens Smuggled 

wm 


Sum of Smugglers 

■ 

RIO GRANDE CITY, TX (2307) 

Sum of Aliens Smuggled 

■d 


Sum of Smugglers 

HD 

ROMA, TX (2310) 

Sum of Aliens Smuggled 

mm 


Sum of Smugglers 

flu 

SAN DIEGO, CA (2501) 

Sum of Aliens Smuggled 

1 


Sum of Smugglers 

5 

SAN LUIS, AZ (2608) 

Sum of Aliens Smuggled 

■nail 


Sum of Smugglers 


SAN YSIDRO (2504) 

Sum of Aliens Smuggled 

2049 | 
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mm 






ina 



n 


Sum of Smugglers 

HI 

TECATE, CA (2505) 

Sum of Aliens Smuggled 

HI 


Sum of Smugglers 

IKH 

Total Sum of Alien*- 

] on 1 Sum o! S j 

Smuggled 

ugglers 

3448 

1984 


Source: BorderStats 032509 & 0332609 
Prepared by: Christine A. Racine/FAS-PPAE 
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l'YOS SW B LAND SMI GGLLRS ALIENS SMUGGLED 1 

OFO Port Name 

Data 


ANDRADE, CA (2502) 

Sum of Aliens Smuggled 

■ 


Sum of Smugglers 


BROWNSVILLE, TX (2301) 

Sum of Aliens Smuggled 

H 


Sum of Smugglers 


CALEXICO, CA (2503) 

Sum of Aliens Smuggled 

nji 


Sum of Smugglers 

■Si 

C ALEXICO-EAST (2507) 

Sum of Aliens Smuggled 

m 


Sum of Smugglers 

H 

COLUMBUS, NM (2406) 

Sum of Aliens Smuggled 

7 


Sum of Smugglers 

6 

DEL RIO, TX (2302) 

Sum of Aliens Smuggled 

E 


Sum of Smugglers 

Bi 

DOUGLAS, AZ (2601) 

Sum of Aliens Smuggled 

6 


Sum of Smugglers 

76 

EAGLE PASS, TX (2303) 

Sum of Aliens Smuggled 

22 


Sum of Smugglers 

7 

EL PASO, TX (2402) 

Sum of Aliens Smuggled 

194 


Sum of Smugglers 

215 

FABENS, TX (2404) 

Sum of Aliens Smuggled 

9 


Sum of Smugglers 

5 

HIDALGO, TX (2305) 

Sum of Aliens Smuggled 

114 


Sum of Smugglers 

27 

LAREDO, TX (2304) 

Sum of Aliens Smuggled 

K!| 


Sum of Smugglers 

mm 

LUKE V1LLE, AZ (2602) 

Sum of Aliens Smuggled 

i 


Sum of Smugglers 

5 

NACO, AZ (2603) 

Sum of Aliens Smuggled 

6 


Sum of Smugglers 

5 

NOGALES, AZ (2604) 

Sum of Aliens Smuggled 

m 


Sum of Smugglers 

E 

ESSBBHH 

Sum of Aliens Smuggled 

368 

1 

Sum of Smugglers 

830 


Sum of Aliens Smuggled 

3 


Sum of Smugglers 

5 


Sum of Aliens Smuggled 

17 


Sum of Smugglers 

6 

RIO GRANDE CITY, TX (2307) 

Sum of Aliens Smuggled 

6 
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FY08 SWB-LAND SMUGGLERS' M..IENS SMUGGLED 


Total Sum of Aliens Smuggled 


Total Sum of Smugglers 


Sum of Aliens Smuggled 
Sum of Smugglers 


Sum of Aliens Smuggled 
Sum of Smugglers 


Sum of Aliens Smuggled 
Sum of Smugglers 


Sum of Aliens Smuggled 
Sum of Smugglers 


Sum of Aliens Smuggled 
Sum of Smugglers 


SANTA TERESA (2408) 


Sum of Aliens Smuggled 
Sum of Smugglers 
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Question: Please provide data on alien smuggling by sea (apprehensions or smuggling attempts, as where 
evidence is found, such as abandoned vessels, but not undocumented aliens) in fiscal years 2008-09 (to date). 

ANSWER: Please see the chart below. 



FY 2008 

FY 2009 

5 

Abandoned Vessels/Evidence Found without Illegal Aliens 

19 

Apprehended Illegal Aliens 

2,62? 

386 


CBP Air and Marine 


Question: Please provide actual and projected staffing and funding associated with the CBP Air and Marine 
Program Office for fiscal years 2008-10. Notwithstanding current budget constraints, what levels are required 
to fully support Air and Marine operations and procurement, in particular with the multiple initiatives and 
activities A&M is required to support both regionally and nationally? 

ANSWER: In FY 2008, A&M received funding for 151 positions to increase staffing at field locations and 
HQs, consistent with its approved strategic plan and the objectives of the Secure Border Initiative. A&M was 
also provided 82 marine agent positions to enable the establishment of 1 1 new marine units along the northern 
border and Gulf of Mexico. In FY 2009, CBP A&M received initiative funding for an additional 139 positions, 
24 of which are for UAS pilots and 1 15 for additional Marine Interdiction Agents for the 11 new marine sites. 

Starting in FY 2007, with the consolidation of marine assets in the Office of A&M, additional positions were 
transferred or authorized to enhance the marine program. 39 Border Patrol Marine Agents requested and were 
granted a transfer to A&M, and an additional 25 positions were allocated from within base salary and expense 
resources. In FY 2008, 6 Intelligence Analysts for the Albuquerque Special Operations Center (ASOC) in 
support of Operation Mongoose were also transferred to A&M. The addition of these 70 positions pushed 
A&M from the ceiling of 1,801 shown in the Congressional Justification document to the 1,871 positions shown 
below. 





Positions 

■mB 

is 7 

FY 2008 Actual 

1,662 

$262,148 

FY 2009 Revised Enacted 

1,871 

$271,679 

FY 2010 Request 

2,015 

$309,629 


In July 2006, CBP gained Department approval for a long-range plan to replace or upgrade its aging fleet of 
aircraft and marine vessels, some of which are over 40 years old. The plan included: A service life extension 
program (SLEP) for the P-3 maritime patrol aircraft; 3 new helicopter acquisitions (EC- 120 light observation, 
AS-350 light enforcement, and UH-60M medium lift helicopters); 2 new fixed-wing aircraft acquisitions 
(DHC-8 multi-role patrol aircraft and a replacement for the C-550 jet interceptor); the introduction of the 
Predator B unmanned aircraft system (UAS); upgrades to the sensor package for the 10 newest C-550 jet 
interceptors; the conversion of 16 old UH-60A medium lift helicopters to the UH-60.L version to extend their 
service lives and lower maintenance costs; new Safeboat interceptors, coastal enforcement craft, and riverine 
vessels; a new class of fast coastal interceptors to replace 44 of the aging Midnight Express vessels; and a new 
national aircraft maintenance contract. 

CBP placed heavy emphasis on helicopters and long-range patrol assets (P-3 maritime patrol aircraft and 
Predator B UASs) in FY 2006 -2007 to support Southwest border operations, northern border expansion and 
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detection, missions in the source and transit zones of the Eastern Pacific and Caribbean. In FY 200B, work 
began on fixed-wing assets for air-to-air intercept missions and medium-range patrols in the nation’s littoral 
waters and the Great Lakes region, as well as two helicopter conversion projects needed to provide assets to the 
field faster than through new production. 

From FY 2006 through FY 2009, Congress provided CBP with over $960 million to accomplish the objectives 
of the long-range plan. The following table shows progress on the aircraft acquisitions to date: 


As of March 25, 2009 ($M) 



Delivered 

to Date 

Remaining orj 
Contract 

Add'! Qty 
Funded 

FY 2010 

Total 

Planned 

Investment 

Cost Per 
Aircraft 

EC-120 Light Observation Helicopter {LOH} 

16 

4 

0 


20 

20 

N/A 

AS-350B3 Light Enforcement Helicopter (LEH) 

11 

14 

0 

RIPI 

25 

50 

5,0 

UH-60M Medium Lift Helicopter (MLH) 

0 

4 

0 


4 

22 

23.0 

UH-60A to L MLH Conversion 

0 

2 

0 

W£if| 

2 

16 

10.0 

AW-139 MLH 

2 

0 

0 

* 

2 

2 

N/A 

UH-1 to UH-ii Utility Helicopter Conversion 

0 

3 

0 

ita 

3 

10 

4.7 

P-3 Maritime Patrol Aircraft (MPA) SLEP (Wing Kits) 

0 

6 

0 

' f 

6 

14 

Motel 

DHC-8 Multi-role Patrol' Aircraft (MPA) 

4 

3 

0 

1 

7 

7 

M/A 

TBD Twin Engine Multi-role Enforcement Aircraft (MEA) 

0 

0 

5 


5 

40 

19.0 

MQ-9 Predator B Unmanned Aircraft System (UAS) 1 

6 

0 

1 


7 

18 

10.5 

C-550 Jet Interceptor Sensor Upgrades 

0 

2 

0 

toiai 

2 

10 

10,0 


1. P-3 SLEP wing kits and instaliation costs are included in the CBP A&M base procurement budget. 

2. The cost shown for the MQ-9 Predator B is for the land border configuration; a maritime Predator with a marine search radar is estimated at $13M each. 

3. The UH-60A to L and UH-1 to UH-ll helicopter conversion projects are planned at 1 -2 aircraft inductions per year to avoid taking too many assets off line 
in anyone year. 


As can be seen in the previous table, CBP has received 39 of 159 new or converted aircraft, with 38 more either 
on contract or funded. Future plans include additional light enforcement helicopters (to keep the production 
line going); additional UH-60A to L and UH-1 to UH-II utility helicopter conversions at 1-2 per year; 8 more P- 
3 wing kits; 8 additional C-550 jet interceptor sensor upgrades, and the introduction of at least 40 new twin- 
engine Multi-role Enforcement Aircraft (MEA). Note that the DHC-8 aircraft is being replaced by the new 
twin-engine MEA since the DHC-8 is being taken out of production after the delivery of the last of 7 aircraft, on 
contract. A pre-solicitation announcement for the new MEA was released the week of March 23, 2009; contract 
award is planned before the end of 2009. CBPs total aircraft inventory has only increased by 1 1 assets (263 to 
274) over the past 3 years since aging aircraft, mainly helicopters, have been retired as new assets have been 
purchased. 

The P-3 maritime patrol aircraft has been undergoing a two-step SLEP. 10 aircraft have gone through depot- 
level special structural inspections and repairs, and 6 new wing kits have been placed on contract with the first 
set to be delivered in October 2009, almost a year early. Eight more kits are required to complete the SLEP on 
all aircraft needing new wing assemblies. CBP P-3 aircraft have successfully detected 6 of the last 8 self- 
propelled semi-submersible (SPSS) vessels captured or sunk in the source/transit zone since late December 

2008. A brief snrge operation to tile Great Lakes region with one P-3 aircraft is planned for the summer of 

2009, to coincide with a surge operation involving a Predator B UAS. 

CBP has received 6 new Predators B UASs since FY 2006, and plans to purchase one additional aircraft in FY 
2009. A joint CBPAJSCG program office has been established for the development of a maritime version of the 
Predator B, and plans are proceeding for the first operational test of a maritime Predator in late December 
2009/early January 2010, with a deployment to the drug source/transit zone planned for early 2010. 


To date, CBP has received 19 new marine vessels, including 6 new Safeboat interceptors, 42 additional vessels 
are either on contract or funded, with deliveries in progress at a rate of 2 vessels per month. A prototype for a 
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new class of fast coastal interceptor has been delivered and in undergoing operational test and evaluation. 

Future plans include purchases of various interceptors, riverine vessels, and a new contract for the fast coastal 
interceptor replacement for the aging Midnight Express vessels. The FY 2009 budget included $10 million for 
new marine vessels. 

The FY 2010 President’s Budget provides A&M $131.6 million in recurring procurement funding for the 
following: $65 million for P-3 SLEP, $22. 1 million for MQ-9 UAS (no aircraft), $10 million for C-550 sensor 
upgrades, $28 million for AS-350 B3 Light Enforcement Helicopter (LEH), and $6.5 million for various marine 
vessels.. 


Question: Please provide actual and projected Air and Marine Operations Center (AMOC) staffing, including 
for AMOC phase Phase G and for the Caribbean Air and Marine Operations Center (CAMOC) for fiscal years 
2008-10. What additional staffing, equipment and associated funding is needed to achieve 24/7 coverage for 
the Southern and Northern Borders? 

ANSWER: As of the second quarter of FY 2009, AMOC staffing stands at 1 1 3 personnel. Current staffing 
stands at one program manager, with matrix support from A&M engineering staff, and two support contractors. 

There is projected funding for growth to 125 in FY 2010. 



AMOC/CAMOC 

PhaseS 

Total 

FY 2008 

107 

1 

108 

FY 2009 

112 

1 

113 

FY 2010 

124 

1 

125 


The Air and Marine Strategic Plan does not call for all northern or southern locations to meet a 24/7 operating 
tempo. There are currently a total of 1 1 Air and 9 Marine locations that are working towards achieving this 
tempo. There remains 526 vacant positions for locations that operate at other than a 24/7 tempo. 


Question: Please describe CBP actions to date and planned to fill vacant Detection Systems Specialist (DSS) 
positions. 

ANSWER: To date, A&M has been successful in filling most of the detection specialist positions (recently re- 
designated as Detection Enforcement Officer (DEO) required to meet its operational commitments, though the 
competition for candidates remains stiff. A&M currently has 1 13 DEOs onboard (both AMOC/ground and 
flight DEOs), with 20 more candidates who have been assigned reporting dates. There are 7 funded vacancies, 
brining the total for funded DEO positions to 140. 

A&M will continue to aggressively seek-out candidates to fill the 7 funded vacancies. 

Question: Please provide CBP A&M staffing details per location/air wing (on board for FY 08 and projected 
for fiscal years 2009-10). For those locations, please also provide total funding, including base funding (broken 
out by Salaries and Expenses vs. the Air and Marine Interdiction, Operations, Maintenance and Procurement 
accounts) by air and marine branch/location. 

ANSWER: Please see the following table. 



HE 

FY09 

FYIO 


FY09 

FYIO 


FYQ9 



, .( .i . 

Projected 

Projected 

FYC8S&E 

Projected 

Projected 

FY08 O&M 

Projected 



>*, _ 

Staffing 

Staffing 

j Actuate 

SSE 

s&e 

Actuate 

O&M 
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Location 

FY08 

Staffing 

Actuals 

FY09 

Projected 

Staffing 

FY10 

Projected 

Staffing 

FYOSS&E 

Actuate 

• FY09 
Projected 
S8E 

FY10 

Projected 

S&E 

FY08 O&M 
Actuals 

FY09 

Projected 

O&M 

mo 
Projected 
O&fifl m 

H, ■ 

106 

142 

148 

36,947,776 

39,724,944 

40.598,893 

1 97,055,582 

177,739,042 

177,739,042 

Headquarters - 
Procurement w 







184,576,736 

11 8,900, 000 

136,609,000 

Naft Supply & 
Log. Center 

8 

8 

9 

916,885 

762,762 

779,543 

10,600,733 

10,049,540 

10,049,540 

National Marine 
Center 

10 

10 

12 

1,004,380 

1 ,094,678 

1,118,761 

11,339,520 

24,355,944 

24,355,944 

AMOC 

113 

128 

150 

12,514,931 

17,375,176 

17,757,430 

4,772,056 

5,704,550 

5,704,550 

Oklahoma City 

34 

56 

60 

4,563,481 

5.773.748 

5,900,770 

16,336,909 

21,598,527 

21.598,527 

P3 Ops. Ctr- 
Corpus Christi 

114 

116 

121 

17,374,236 

20.004,530 

20,444,630 

21,070,419 

26,834,454 

26,834,454 

P3 Ops. Ctr- 
Jacksonviile 

82 

98 

103 

12,166.548 

14,755,723 

15,080,349 

13,276,571 

20,443,300 

20,443,300 

Caribbean, 
Director, Air 

34 

40 

47 

4.976,429 

5,917,288 

6,047,468 

3,928,972 

4,364,946 

4.364.946 

Caribbean 
Director, Marine 

33 

36 

38 

3.043,066 

2,401,047 

634,008 

3,895,339 

4,182,028 

4,182,028 

Jacksonville 
Director, Air 

44 

50 

56 

6,044,055 

7,441 ,642 

7,605.358 

2,029,694 

3,013,878 

3,013,878 

Jacksonville 
Director, Marine 

15 

16 

20 

1,278,503 

2,386.566 

2,439,070 

357,027 

752,605 

902,605 

Miami Director, 
Air 

51 

64 

78 

9,689,148 

10,752,170 

10,988,718 

3,016,231 

3.540,870 

3,540,870 

Miami Director, 
Marine 

36 

19 

21 

3,113.241 

6,380,270 

6,520,636 

770,175 

1,412,850 

1,562,850 

New Orleans 
Director, Air 

35 

41 

43 

5,990,405 

14,159,132 

14,470.633 

1,602,193 

1,952,409 

1,952,409 

New Orleans 
Director, Marine 

9 

16 

16 

1,031,483 

1,630,538 

1.666,410 

253.431 

342,965 

492,965 

El Centro 
Director. Air 

14 

16 

17 

1,944,678 

2,069,002 

2,114,520 

494,257 

784,215 

784,215 

El Paso 

Director, Air 

76 

79 

79 

8,838,375 

10,849,306 

11,087,991 

2,322,208 



Laredo Director, 
Air 

23 

20 

20 



4,400,190 

1,472,541 

2,199,990 

2,199,990 

Laredo Director, 
Marine 




0 

0 

0 



211,000 

McAllen 

Director, Air 

45 

23 

23 

6,883,677 

3,119,168 




1,362,062 

Mcallen 

Director, Marine 

17 

11 

11 


3.625,076 

3,704.828 













3,887,166 

Dei Rio 

Director, Marine 




0 

0 

0 

200,093 

327,800 

327,800 

Houston 

Director, Air 

0 

21 

21 

0 

4,208,230 

4,300,81 1 

1,696,259 

1,808,832 

1,808,832 

Houston 

Director, Marine 

0 

27 

30 

0 

785,070 

80,234 




Marfa Director, 

Air 

9 

10 

10 

1,132,220 

1,448,902 



820,368 

820,368 

San Diego 
Director. Air 

86 

92 

92 

12,832,491 

15,887.222 

16,236,741 

3,384,779 

4,908,567 

4,908,567 

San Diego 
Director, Marine 

18 

21 

23 

2,535,865 

3,010,020 

3.076,240 

440,966 

806.200 

806,200 

Tucson 

Director, Air 

115 

128 

136 

16,391,184 

20,075,250 

20,516,906 

11,662.625 

11,562,967 

11,562,967 

Yuma Director, 
Air 

20 

21 

21 

2,486,232 

3,214,874 



HHS 

‘H 

Yuma Director, 
Marine 






. ■ 


- s 


Bellingham 
Director, Air 

39 

40 

44 

5,121,792 

6,743,412 

BHSI 


■ 

Hff® 

Bellingham 
Director, Marine 

13 

25 

25 

1,507,009 

2,165,540 

2.213,182 

308,474 

492,438 

642,438 | 

Buffalo Director, 
Air 

10 

16 

18 

1,116,580 

2.094.612 


| 

mmm 

■ 

Buffalo Director, 
Marine 

20 

35 

40 

1,263,914 

2,366,078 

2,418,132 

254,182 

507,321 

807,321 j 
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j FY08 j FYQ9 

1 Stalling { Projected 

location | Actuals ! Staffing 

FY10 

Projected 

Staffing 

FY08 S&E 
Actuals 

FYQ9 - 
Projected 
S&E 

FY10 

Projected 

S&E 

Actuals 

FY ^ 

Projected ’ Projected 
O&M ' j O&M <1} 

D sector. Air 

25 

32 

35 

4,858.812 

3,646,162 

3,726,378 

650,823 

1.528,832 

1,528,832 

Great Lakes 

0:r < ■::'■ ir. Marine 

11 

35 

60 

1,069,501 

2,453,048 

2,507,015 

367,037 

617,499 

917,499 

Worth Dakota 
Director, Air 

30 

40 

47 

4,827,145 

5,570,422 

5,692,971 

2,027,102 

3,109.934 

3,109,934 

North Dakota 
Director, Marine 




0 

0 

0 

37,407 

49,110 

49,110 

Montana 

Director, Air 

39 

36 

39 

4,735.203 

5,801,848 

5,929,489 

2,949,568 

2,694,097 

2,694,097 

Houiton 

Director, Air 

5 

6 

7 

430,963 

697,528 

712,874 

216,870 

440,044 

440,044 

Houiton 

Director, Marine 




0 

0 

0 

23,344 

31,269 

31,269 

Spokane 

Director, Air 

7 

8 

8 

740,318 

1,364,064 

1,394,073 

220,106 

520,174 

520,174 

Spokane 

Director, Marine 




0 

0 

0 

20,505 

28,510 

28,510 

Plattsburgh 
Director, Air 

40 

42 

46 

5.619,154 

6,801,158 

6,950,783 

2.313,649 

2,617,665 

2,617,665 

Plattsburgh 
Director, Marine 

0 



45,535 

0 

0 

37,932 

50,250 

50,250 

Sierra Vista 

UAS 


10 

15 





1 ,642,535 

1,642,535 

Grand Forks 

UAS 


10 

15 

0 

0 

0 


798,730 

798,730 


0> FY10 O&M Projections are based on current services as the President's Budget has not been submitted. However, the eleven new 

marine units established In FYQ8 are projected to be provided additional funds for increased operations in FY10. 

w National programs including aircraft maintenance 

are managed from Headquarters 

w Program management for the O&M Procurement 

Account is handled by Headquarters 

w Amount includes funding for Marine Operations out 

of the Puerto Rico Trust Fund 

Note: Jn FY08, A&M received S&E funding to hire 233 positions, of which, 151 position were to be distributed throughout the A&M 
program and 82 positions to begin the establishment of 1 1 new marine units. In FY09, A&M received S&E funding to hire 1 39 positions, 
of which, 24 were for the hiring of UAS pilots and 1 15 were to complete the stand up of the 1 1 new marine units established in FY08. 


Question: Please describe of planned and executed P-3 Transit Zone Operations in fiscal year 2008 and 
projected for fiscal years 2009-10, and update the status of depot maintenance and Service Life Extension 
Program efforts to extend the life of the P-3 fleet, 

ANSWER: Throughout FY 2008, only three to four CBP A&M P-3 aircraft of a fleet of 16 were operationally 
available to support JIATF-S missions. Aircraft unavailability was caused by a variety of both scheduled and 
unplanned events. Scheduled inspections and maintenance associated with the SLEP took aircraft out of flight 
rotation. In addition, exigent mission tasking, including direct support of National Special Security Events 
(NSSEs), and disaster response missions, including support of the Federal Emergency Management. Agency 
during Tropical Storms Fay and Hanna and Hurricanes Gustav and Ike, further reduced support to JIATF-S. 
Other challenges included the March 2008 discovery of unsatisfactory maintenance standards at one of the three 
inspection and repair facilities. 

Despite an aircraft availability of 25 percent or less, the CBP A&M P-3 Program was able to achieve 60 percent 
of its total FY 2008 7,200 flight hour commitment to JIATF-S, flying 4,217 hours. This was possible due to a 
decision by CBP A&M to fly a limited number of qualified aircraft for 50 to 60 hours beyond the annual 
programmed average of 90 flight hours per month. 
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As P-3 aircraft graduate from the sustainment effort described below and with continued intense management of 
existing assets, CBP A&M projects that it will fly approximately 7,730 hours in support of JIATF-S missions in 
FY 2009, and meet or surpass its flight hour commitment to JIATF-S. As of May 2009, CBP A&M P-3 Transit 
Zone Operations has flown approximately 6,600 flight hours for FY 2009. CBP A&M also expects to meet or 
exceed its 7,200 flight hour commitment to JIATF-S in FY 2010. 

Although the P-3 continues to be a mission-critical asset to Transit Zone Operations, each P-3 airframe in the 
CBP A&M fleet exceeds 40 years in age. In April 2006, all 16 CBP P-3 aircraft in the P-3 fleet were grounded 
due to age-related wing stress and fatigue cracks. Since no manned aircraft currently in production can replace 
it at a reasonable cost, CBP A&M initiated an innovative two-step aircraft Service Life Extension Program 
(SLEP) in FY 2006. Through most of FY 2007 and 2008, only 4 of the 1 6 aircraft in the CBP A&M P-3 fleet 
were available to support JIATF-S missions. In addition, unexpected challenges associated with the completion 
of inspections and repairs reduced aircraft availability throughout FY 2008. 

The objective of tire first phase of the SLEP is to keep aircraft flying safely until new wing kits can be acquired 
by conducting periodic special structural inspections and completing associated repairs in accordance with U.S. 
Navy engineering guidelines. Three aircraft did not undergo interim structural repairs because their wings have 
reached their safe service life, and must await the installation of new wing kits to return to service. And while 
10 aircraft have undergone some form of special structural inspection and repair, extending their service lives to 
either 2,500 or 5,000 hours, each aircraft must still undergo periodic inspection until the new wing kits are 
installed. 

The second phase of the SLEP includes the installation of new main wings and tail sections, upgrades to wiring 
and landing gear, and some instrumentation changes on 14 of the 16 aircraft. The first of six wing kits on order 
is scheduled to be delivered in October 2009, almost a year ahead of schedule, and will be assigned to one of 
the 3 aircraft currently grounded. The second set is due in February 2010 and will also be assigned to one of the 
grounded aircraft. The wing replacement program will add 15,000 flight horn's (~ 15+ years) to the service life 
of each aircraft. It is expected that wing kit installations and other work associated with the SLEP will take 
about 8 months to accomplish, and the first aircraft to complete the full SLEP is expected to return to the fleet in 
mid-2010. The remaining replacement wings are scheduled for delivery in May and October 2010, and April 
and September 2011. CBP A&M plans to purchase 8 more wing kits over the next 2-3 years, consistent with 
the funding provided. CBP’s original projection of an 8-10 year SLEP effort remains valid. 

CBP A&M currently has 7 P-3 aircraft in operation with two more to be delivered before the end of FY 2009. 
Since late December 2008, CBP P-3s have been responsible for the detection and identification of 6 of the 8 
self-propelled semi-submersible (SPSS) vessels captured and/or sunk in the Source and Transit Zones; each 
carrying over 5,000 kilograms of cocaine. The new SeaVue radars installed in two P-3 long range trackers have 
proven particularly effective against the SPSS threat. The P-3 service life extension effort will enable CBP 
A&M to meet operational commitments in the Source and Transit Zones while adding surveillance mission kits 
to operations along the northern border, in particular the Great Lakes region. 

The first new wing set will be delivered in October 2009 (FY 2010) and installed on aircraft 452. This aircraft 
with with new wings is scheduled to returned to service in spring (April) 2010. CBP A&M will exercise the 
second option to order three wing kits, including three new horizontal stabilizers. During the base year, four 
wing kits were ordered in FY 2008. In FY 2009, the first operation was exercised and two wing kits were 
ordered. The wing kits ordered in 2010 will bring the told wing kits on order nine. In addition, two P-3 will be 
inducted into depot for SLEP, aircraft 446, 447 (one fully funded with standardized configuration, the other is 
funded for wing installation only). Two P-3s (729 and 390) will complete depot repairs and be returned to 
service from having completed special inspections. CBP A&M will continue to acquire long lead materials to 
support scheduled depot maintenance on CBP A&M P-3 aircraft. 
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Question: Please provide data on how CBP Air and Marine supports other DHS missions, in particular ICE, 
including number of missions requested and actually supported in fiscal years 2008 and projected in fiscal years 
2009-10. Please use the tabular format supplied to the Committee for FY 2009 questions for the record. 

ANSWER: Air and Marine operates various aviation and marine platforms in support DHS missions as well as 
other Federal, State, local, tribal, and foreign partners. Electro-optic sensors, communication equipment, and 
video downlink/recording capabilities directly support ongoing investigations, disaster response, and special 
events. 

During National Special Security Events, CBP A&M provides support to the United States Secret Service and 
other DHS partners, including the U.S. Coast Guard and Immigration and Customs Enforcement. CBP A&M 
also provides surveillance and real-time video downlink, maritime security, and airspace security support to the 
Department of Defense. 

CBP A&M supports the Federal Emergency Management Agency during disaster response by providing an 
array of aircraft, including unmanned aircraft systems (UAS). The UAS uses an onboard radar system to 
conduct pre and post disaster mapping for change detection puiposes as well as providing decision makers with 
real time video for situation assessment. 


Natio nal Total - FY 08 Enforceme nt Flight Hours 



1st Quarter 

2nd Quarter 

3rd Quarter j 4th Quarter 

Total 

Air to Air 

957.2 

879.6 

1019.5 

1028.9 

3885.2 

Maritime Patrol 

549.6 

633.5 

695.2 

484.1 

2362.4 

ICE 

1248.6 

1044.4 

1451.5 

1283.1 

5027.6 

Border Patrol 

8575.7 


9853.6 


38015.5 

State and Local 

218.8 

297.6 

208 

307.5 

1031.9 

Other Federal 

801.5 



1149.7 

4060.6 

Total Enforcement Hours 

12351.4 

13855.5 

14282.1 

13894.2 

54383.2 


National Total - F Y 09 Enforcement Flight Hours 



1st Quarter 

2nd Quarter 

3rd Quarter 

4th Quarter 

Total 

Air to Air 


0 

0 

0 

580.8 

Maritime Patrol 

842.4 

0 

0 

0 

842.4 

ICE 

1187.0 

0 

0 

0 

1187.0 

Border Patrol 

9572.8 

0 

0 

0 

9572.8 

State and Local 

265.2 

0 

0 


265.2 

Other Federal 

856.1 

0 

0 

0 

856.1 

Total Enforcement Hours 

13304.3 

0 

0 

0 

13304.3 



1st Quarter ; 

2nd Quarter 

3rd Quarter 

j 4th Quarter 

Total 

Marine to Marine 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Air to Marine 

718.8 

481 

855.8 

1366.8 

3422.4 

Maritime Patrol 

1332.5 

2022 

2651.5 

505.3 

6511.3 

ICE 

307 

0 

175.5 

0 

482.5 

AMOC 

1858.5 

1927 

2280 

2310 

8375.5 


230 

374 

284 

2 

890 

State and Local 

6_j 

54.5 

20 

4.5 , 

85 

Other Federal 

2604.3 

2540 

3197.8 

3676.8 : 

12019 
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Total Enfo rcement Hours 1 705 7.1 I 739^5 1 ~9464.6 1 7865.4 [ 317861 


National Total - FY 09 Enforcement Float Hours 


j 1st Quarter 

2nd Quarter 

3rd Quarter 

4th Quarter 

Total 

Marine to Marine 

277 

0 

0 

0 

277 

Air to Marine 

230.5 

0 

0 

0 

230.5 

Maritime Patrol 

4414.1 

0 

0 

0 

4414.1 

ICE 

202.5 

0 

0 

0 

202.5 

AMOC 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Border Patrol 

661.7 

0 

0 

0 

661.7 

State and Local 

99 

0 

0 

0 

99 

Other Federal 

264.5 

0 

0 

0 

264.5 

Total Enforcement Hours 

6149.3 

0 

0 

0 

6149.3 


In FY 2008, ICE made a total of 2,207 law enforcement support requests. ICE cancelled 1 14 of those request, 
resulting in 2093 actionable requests. A&M was able to support 1603 of the 2093 actionable requests or 77% of 
those actionable ICE requests. 


Question: Please provide no-launch statistics for fiscal year 2008 and 2009 to date. 

ANSWER: The following shows CDP Air and Marine’s overall No Launch Statistics for FY08 and year-to- 
date for FY09: 


No Launch Reports 



1st Quarter 

2nd Quarter 

3rd Quarter 

4th Quarter 

Total 

FY08 No Launch Reports 

1573 

1681 

1600 

2098 

6952 

FY09 No Launch Reports 

2546 

2659 
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An increase in No Launch Reports is noted between Third and Fourth Quarter FY08 and continued through the 
First Quarter FY09. Air and Marine Branches have slowly become more diligent in reporting No Launch 
events as a means to document inactivity (mission stand-by versus flight/float) and to demonstrate the need for 
an adjustment to personnel/platforms. No Launch Reports should stabilize at the 2 nd Quarter FY09 level. 


Question: Last year CBP testified that FY09 resources would permit average length of Predator B missions to 
at least 1.4 hours. What were total Predator B flight hours in FY08 and planned for FY09 and FY10, as well as 
the average number of flight hours per mission? 

ANSWER: In FY 2008, CBP flew 303 sorties totaling 2351 hours or 4.33 hours per sortie. CBP expects to fly 
3000 hours in FY 2009 and 4720 in FY 2010 utilizing seven aircraft operating from three locations. In the first 
two quarters of 2009, CBP flew 307 sorties totaling 746 hours or 2.44 hours per sortie. Hours per sortie are 
artificially low in FY 2009 due to pilot availability, adverse weather conditions, and equipment damage and 
testing. 

In FY 2009, two accidents occurred during training exercises that damaged two CBP Predator Bs. In November 
2008, CBP removed one of damaged Predator Bs from the fleet and returned it to the manufacturer for 
modification into a maritime variant of the aircraft. It will return to the fleet in December 2009. Another 
aircraft was removed from the operational fleet for nearly two months during FY2009 for climatic testing. 
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The hiring and training of UAS pilots continues to be a challenge for CBP UAS operations. It takes 
approximately one year to hire and train a UAS pilot. 

Finally, adverse weather conditions negatively affected flight time. High winds at the Sierra Vista operating 
location also had a significant impact on delayed launches and cancelled sorties. 

CBP expects hours per sortie to increase in 2009. For example, the average mission in March 2009 was 6.5 
hours. 


Question: How many pilots and support staff would be required to operate the Predator B UAS on a 24/7 
basis; how many will be on board at the end of FY09 and are estimated to be on board at the end of FY2010? 
What would the staffing, operations, and training budget be for this full complement? 

ANSWER: By 2010, CBP expects to have seven UASs, one of which will primarily be engaged in training. 
These aircraft will be flown from sites located in three regions; Southwest, Northern and Source and Transit 
Zone. Intelligence reports indicate that the majority of illicit activity occurs during nighttime. CBP expects to 
conduct UAS operations daily for approximately 14 hours. CBP also expects to conduct surge operations in 
support of natural and manmade disasters with flights up to 18 hours. 

CBP calculates work force requirements based on border security operations with flights up to 14 hours, 
requiring two shifts 1 . Each aircraft requires one Pilot, one Sensor Operator (SO) and one radar operator. 
Additionally, each shift requires one Command Duty Officer (CDO) that responsible for supervising multiple 
crews. To estimate workforce requirements, multiply crewmembers per aircraft by 2.3 to account for leave, 
illness and training. 

In addition to the total mentioned above, CBP requires three instructor pilots and three instructor sensor 
operators to support one training aircraft. 

Seventy-three crewmembers are required to support seven aircraft. CBP currently has 14 crewmembers on 
hand; three are on loan from outside the UAS program. Twenty-four FFEs were funded in FY 2009. 

As CBP consolidates mission control into one site, regional sites, such as those mentioned above, conduct 
launch and recovery only. Below are notional staffing requirements for split operations. (These requirements 
are not reflected in the cost above.) 

A&M started FY 2009 with 13 UAS pilots and 1 sensor operator. By the end of FY 2009, at least 19 more UAS 
pilots/candidates and I aviation maintenance officer should be onboard, for a total of 34 pilots and support 
personnel. Vacancies for 5 additional UAS pilots needed to get to the 24 positions authorized in FY 2009 are 
proving difficult to fill and may not be on the roles before the end of the fiscal year. It should be noted that it 
takes from 6 weeks to 3 months to certify a new UAS pilot depending on the availability of instructor pilots, 
aircraft, and scheduling. A&M currently has one UAS instructor pilot and plans to dedicate one aircraft for 
training before the end of the year. 

If, as mentioned above, up to 5 positions authorized in FY 2009 are brought onboard in early FY 2010, then the 
total pilot and support personnel staffing would be 39. The question of additional staffing in FY 2010 will be 
answered with the release of the President’s FY 2010 request to Congress. 


1 The aircraft manufacturer recommends that crewmembers be rotated out every four hours due to fatigue. This recommendation is 
currently under review by CBP and if adopted, will double crew requirements. 
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The staffing and training budget for this full complement would be 79 crewmembers, instructors and support 
personnel. 


Question: Recent reports to the Committee on the UAS program emphasize the potential of the UAS for 
multiple missions, from border security to natural or manmade catastrophes, countemarcotics enforcement to 
national special security events. However, currently the only deployments are on a limited basis, generally at 
night. The FAA has given limited certification of authority for operation of the Predator B UAS on the 
Southwest Border and near Grand Forks, but this must clearly change if CBP is going to fully utilize its 
currently deployed and funded UAS, let alone the 18 it has plans to ultimately acquire and deploy. What is the 
status of getting a certification of authorization from the FAA for deployment of the UAS in national air space 
across the entire Southwest Border, the Northern Border (including potential deployment in the East), and in the 
Southeast coastal areas? 

ANSWER: Currently CBP has eight approved and active Certificate of Authorizations (COAs) to include a 
northern and a Southwest border COA. The southern border recently has been expanded to include an area west 
of Yuma, AZ to just south of Deming, NM. CBP is conducting a safety and risk analysis study at the request of 
the FAA which, when complete will allow for a further expansion eastward beyond the Big Bend National Park 
in Texas. That will provide for approximately 950 nautical miles of the Southern Border covered by the CBP 
UAS. Additional coverage down the Rio Grande River to Brownsville, TX will require additional basing of a 
UAS somewhere in Texas or New Mexico, versus a UAS from Sierra Vista, AZ covering that portion of the 
border. A study will also be required by the FAA for expansion further westward to San Diego, CA. 

Along the northern border, CBP is currently restricted by the FAA to operations within 150 nautical mile radius 
of Grand Forks Air Force Base, ND. This allows for approximately 230 nautical miles of linear border 
coverage. The operational COA submitted to the FAA requested 944 nautical miles along the Canadian Border 
(International Falls, MN to Spokane, WA). CBP is also conducting a safety and risk analysis study at the 
request of the FAA prior to the remainder of the COA being issued. CBP does not expect any delays upon the 
completion of the study the subsequent review by the FAA. There will potentially be additional studies 
requested by the FAA as CBP continues UAS expansion activity eastward towards Maine. The Great Lakes 
area contains some of the most saturated and complex airspace in the country. The FAA will only allow CBP to 
assume so much risk as it integrates UAS activity into the National Airspace System (NAS) and must be able to 
provide safety analysis with risk mitigations ensuring safe operations. 

Currently CBP has identified an operating location in Florida that will support Southeast operations to include 
the maritime approaches to the U.S. Initial site surveys have been completed and now leasing and services 
discussions are under way. 

CBP also has a standing “Disaster COA” and access to an “Emergency COA” when requested from the FAA. 
During the 2008 hurricane season, CBP’s UAS flew under the “Disaster COA” accumulating more than 80 
hours in support of FEMA for hurricanes HANNA, IKE and GUSTAV. Emergency COAs are requested for 
very short notice incidents that require immediate and expeditious response. Currently the UAS assigned to 
Grand Forks, ND has been requested by the Governor of North Dakota and tasked by FEMA to fly in support of 
the eminent flooding in North Dakota along the Red River. Full Motion Video, Electro Optical and Infrared 
imaging, and Synthetic Aperture Radar sensors are being brought to bear on this crisis allowing State and 
federal decision makers to accurately attain situational awareness of the disaster. 

The FAA is tremendously supportive of CBP’s requirements along the border and interior of the country. FAA 
last year formed a group called the Joint Inter-Agency group (JIAG). Participants are the FAA, DoD, NASA, 
and CBP. The group is exploring policy and technology issues which will allow for a more rapid, but safe 
integration of UASs into the NAS. 
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Question: As CBP migrates to more government infrastructure and operations for its UAS fleet, it will develop 
a more robust ground control infrastructure under the Air and Marine Operations Center (AMOC). What plans 
are underway to begin this in FY09 and in FY 2010, and where does CBP expect to be by the end of FY 2010 in 
terms of infrastructure, and what funding is provided or requested for this? Similarly, the UAS fleet may need 
assurance of better communications bandwidth, for example Ku-band communications, to operate at fully 
capacity. What efforts are underway to get this capability, and how much is funded or requested for that 
purpose? 

ANSWER: During FY 2008, A&M positioned a UAS ground control station (GCS) and Ku-Band antenna at 
the AMOC for Predator B satellite command and control. With available funding in FY 2009, and based on 
lessons learned during the 2008 hurricane season, A&M is enhancing video distribution capabilities (stream 
boxes) and data processing and data storage capabilities through the DHS and CBP networks, with plans to 
connect existing DHS (including FEMA) operations centers so that streaming video can be provide from a 
variety of aviation platforms. 

The UAS objectives for FY 2010 include upgrades to Ku-Band downlink and Predator remote terminals to 
support multiple Predator aircraft feeds. 

The activities shown in, the responses above will be funded with a portion of the $29.6 million provided in the 
FY 2009 Appropriation, except the minor facilities-related work that will be accommodated within the central 
CBP facilities budget. 

Similarly, the UAS fleet may need assurance of better communications bandwidth, for example Ku-band 
communications, to operate at fully capacity. 

CBP currently contracts for Ku-Band command and control communications services through the Defense 
Information Systems Agency (D1SA). DISA-contracted satellites provide 21 MHz of contiguous bandwidth, 
which covers command & control and sensor data links for two simultaneous missions. The contract includes 
an option to expand up to full transponder service at 36 MHz, which will support three simultaneous missions 
with a modest reserve capacity. 

CBP is evaluating alternatives to the DISA-provided services, including: 

1) Leasing service from multiple vendors to provide the optimal mix of bandwidth and coverage areas; 

2) Purchasing blocks of transponders on satellites yet to be launched; 

3) Contracting for an independent DHS satellite (this is a major, long-term potential solution that could 
provide 10 or 20 times the capacity of options 1 and 2; CBP would investigate this option only if there 
were multiple DHS users). 

CBP is funding up to $822K for Ku-Band services and $174K for Iridium satellite services in FY 2009 to 
support UAS operations. Ku-Band services could grow to $1.5M to cover a full 36 MHz transponder for 
expanded operations over the next year. Iridium requirements and costs will remain about the same. 

As CBP expands to multiple transponder service, the three options listed above are likely to have greatly 
varying cost models. These costs have not yet been thoroughly researched, but can be roughly estimated: 

1) Leasing a block of 4 transponders would cost roughly $6M a year, with additional one-time costs 
incurred to reposition coverage areas (if required); 

2) The cost of purchasing blocks of 4 transponders on a pre-launched satellite has not yet been thoroughly 
researched. The cost is likely to be comparable to option 1, but would provide greater operational 
flexibility; 
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3) The cost of launching a DHS satellite has not been thoroughly researched. However, commercial 
satellites of this type have been launched at reported total costs of roughly $250M for satellite 
construction, launch, and launch insurance. 


Question: Last year CBP testified that there had been a decline in air smuggling associated with Blaine, 
Washington^/ ancouver, B.C., directly due to the CBP Bellingham Air Branch, but that smuggling had moved 
to the Spokane area. What is the impact of the Northern Border air branches being observed, displaced 
smuggling or illegal entry shifts (how much and to where), and what steps are being taken to anticipate and 
address such shifts? 

ANSWER: Based on intelligence analysis and historical trends, Air and Marine plans and conducts operations 
to counter suspected threats. Assets routinely deploy to temporary locations as necessary to support these 
intelligence based operations. With a projected operational readiness improvement in P3 Airborne Early 
Warning aircraft, northern border operations are being planned to utilize this platform as a means to augment 
the existing radar coverage. Air and Marine has commenced UAS flight operations along the northern border. 
Operating out of Grand Forks Air Force Base, the UAS will provide increased situational awareness and 
support ongoing smuggling investigations. 

Outreach efforts along the northern border continue with special emphasis in Minnesota and the Great Lake 
area. Recent capabilities and area assessment presentations at key multi-national, multi-agency New York, 
Ohio and Wisconsin venues have resulted in reporting from areas previously absent of reporting. Outreach 
efforts have also resulted in the initial development of one-on-one relationships with area investigative agencies 
within DHS and outside. Efforts continue with DOD counterparts to enhance planning and execution efforts to 
better support CBP operations along the border. 


Question: Last year CBP testified that on the Northern Border, aircraft routinely fail to comply with legal 
requirement to submit a Private Aircraft Enforcement System Arrival Report and clear with CBP Field 
Operations at a pre-determined airport. What is CBP doing to address this problem, and has any progress been 
made? 

ANSWER: On November 1 8, 2008, the CBP Office of Field Operations (OFO) published the Private Aircraft 
Final Rule. These new regulations established a uniform process for pilots of private aircraft to electronically 
submit traveler and flight manifest information, including private aircraft arriving from the Northern Border. 

The Private Aircraft Final Rule became effective on December 18, 2008, with full compliance required on 
May 18, 2009. CBP is in the process of implementing the new requirements and Pilots of Private Aircraft have 
started electronically submitting Advance Passenger Information System (APIS) data. 


Question: In February 2009 CBP opened its “Unmanned Aircraft Operations Center of North Dakota” in 
Grand Forks. This Committee has provided all the funding requested and a good deal more to stand up the five 
Northern Border air branches, including deployment of unmanned aerial systems. How are these assets being 
used to improve operational control and security of the border? Is the UAS fully deployed, and if so, what 
results is it generating? 

ANSWER: Based on intelligence analysis and historical trends, Air and Marine plans and conducts operations 
to counter suspected threats. Assets routinely deploy to temporary locations as necessary to support these 
intelligence based operations. With a projected operational readiness improvement in P3 Airborne Early 
Warning aircraft, northern border operations are being planned to utilize this platform as a means to augment 
the existing radar coverage. Air and Marine has commenced UAS flight operations along the northern border. 
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Operating out of Grand Forks Air Force Base, the UAS will provide increased situational awareness and 
support ongoing smuggling investigations. 

Outreach efforts along the northern border continue with special emphasis in Minnesota and the Great Lake 
area. Recent capabilities and area assessment presentations at key multi-national, multi-agency New York, 

Ohio and Wisconsin venues have resulted in reporting from areas previously absent of reporting. Outreach 
efforts have also resulted in the initial development of one-on-one relationships with area investigative agencies 
within DHS and outside. Efforts continue with DOD counterparts to enhance planning and execution efforts to 
better support CBP operations along the border. 

The infrastructure and personnel to support the CBP UAS in Grand Forks was set for initial operations in Dec 
2006, and continues to be augmented. Inclement weather and pilot shortages have limited the number of flights 
to date, but the Predator has been flying on training and operational missions. 

® Initial Operating Capability Dec 6, 2008 

® UAS Grand Forks Branch Ribbon cutting conducted Feb 16, 2009 

® UAS Control via C-band Line of Sight and Ku-band Beyond Line of Sight 

• Continued development of DHS Predator-B Pilot and Sensor Operator training program, now hosting 
instructional events that include ground school instruction and in-flight instruction for Predator-B pilots 
and Sensor Operators. 

• Ongoing mission support to federal, state and local law enforcement offices; includes support to ICE, 
HIDTA and State Drug Task Force that led to arrest of two individuals and seizure of one vehicle (case 
is ongoing so stats for arrests and seizure will change); support to the States of North Dakota, Minnesota 
and FEMA in response to a federal emergency resultant from flooding of the Red River; Ongoing 
support to CBP (OFO and OBP) by providing airborne surveillance to northern border ports of entry and 
the land border along the Minnesota and North Dakota border regions. 


CBP Staffing, Budget, and Compensation 

Question: Please list all CBP political appointee and Senior Executive Service (SES) employees who received 
bonuses in 2008 by position, office, and bonus amount. 

ANSWER: The list is being provided under separate cover. CBP's Office of Finance will be providing a chart 
listing SES executives who received performance bonuses in 2008 to the congressional liaison at DHS. Only 
titles, offices and bonus amounts will be listed on the chart. Please note that political appointees did not receive 
performance bonuses in 2008. 


Question: For non-SES employees, please list by office and pay grade level the number who received either a 
bonus or quality step increase (qsi) in 2008, the total bonus/qsi expenditures for the particular office and pay 
grade, and the total number of employees in the office and pay grade. 


ANSWER: Please see the following table. 



NOA 

AWARD TYPE 

GRADE 

mm 

— 8 — 

WBBEBm 

H 

OFFICE OF THE COMMISSIONER 

892 

NOA 892 - OSI 

GRADE 15 

2 I 


28 

OFFICE OF THE COMMISSIONER 

815 


GRADE 14 

2 I 

$29,508.00 j 

75 

OFFICE OF THE COMMISSIONER 

892 

NOA 892 - QSI 


2 


75 

OFFICE OF THE COMMISSIONER 

IBM 

NOA 892 - QSI 


1 

; 

46 
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AC/OFFICE 

NOA 

• AWARD' TYPE 

■Eli&lilSi 

WSMiiM 



OFFICE OF THE COMMISSIONER Total 




7 



OFFICE OF THE CHIEF COUNSEL 

892 

NOA 892 - QSJ 

GRADE 15 

3 


48 

OFFICE OF THE CHIEF COUNSEL 

892 

NOA 892 - QSI 

GRADE 14 

2 


83 

OFFICE OF THE CHIEF COUNSEL 

892 

NOA 892 - QSI 


1 


42 

OFFICE OF THE CHIEF COUNSEL Total 




6 



OFFICE OF INTERNAL AFFAIRS 

892 

NOA 892 • QSI 


■1 


24 

OFFICE OF INTERNAL AFFAIRS 

892 

NOA 892 - QSI 


1 


157 

OFFICE OF INTERNAL AFFAIRS 

892 

NOA 892 - QSI 


1 


32 

OFFICE OF INTERNAL AFFAIRS Total 







OFFC OF INTERNTL AFFAIRS & TRADE 
RELATNS 

892 

NOA 892 - QSI 

GRADE 15 

1 


10 

OFFC OF INTERNTL AFFAIRS & TRADE 
RELATNS 


NOA 892 - QSI 

GRADE 14 

2 


68 

OFFC OF INTERNTL AFFAIRS & TRADE RELATNS 

Total 



mm 



OFFICE OF FIELD OPERATIONS 

892 

NOA 892 - QSI 

GRADE 15 

2 


140 

OFFICE OF FIELD OPERATIONS 

892 

NOA 892 - QSI 


6 


435 

OFFICE OF FIELD OPERATIONS 

892 

NOA 892 - QSI 

GRADE 13 

5 


1565 

OFFICE OF FIELD OPERATIONS 

life 

NOA 892 - QSI 

GRADE 12 

5 


2974 

OFFICE OF FIELD OPERATIONS 

BBSs 

NOA 892 - QSI 

GRADE 11 

4 


14,150 

OFFICE OF FIELD OPERATIONS Total 




HUB 



OFFICE OF FINANCE 

815 

NOA 815 - RECRUITMENT 
BONUS 

GRADE 14 

mm 

$28,381.50 

127 

OFFICE OF FINANCE 


NOA 892 - QSI 

GRADE 14 

i 


127 

OFFICE OF FINANCE 

ma 

NOA 892 * QSI 

GRADE 12 

mm 


159 

OFFICE OF FINANCE 

892 

NOA 892 - QSI 

GRADE 1 1 

■i 


39 

OFFICE OF FINANCE Total 

■i 

■TCT iWflT M 

■ ■ 

m 


SHIHHi 

OFFICE OF TRAINING & DEVELOPMENT 

815 

NOA 815 - RECRUITMENT 
BONUS 

GRADE 14 

i 

$10,000.00 

85 

OFFICE OF TRAINING & DEVELOPMENT 



GRADE 14 

2 


85 

OFFICE OF TRAINING & DEVELOPMENT 

1m 

NOA 892 - QSI 


3 


300 

OFFICE OF TRAINING & DEVELOPMENT 

892 

NOA 892 - QS! 

GRADE 11 

1 


27 

OFFICE OF TRAINING & DEVELOPMENT Total 




7 



OFFICE OF PUBLIC AFFAIRS 


NOA 892 • QSI 

GRADE 14 

1 


13 

OFFICE OF PUBLIC AFFAIRS Total 




1 



ASSISTANT COMMISSIONER, CBP AIR & 

MARINE 

815 

NOA 815 - RECRUITMENT 
BONUS 

GRADE 15 

1 

$26,000,00 

43 

ASSISTANT COMMISSIONER, CBP AIR & MARIN 
Total 

E 



1 



OFFICE OF INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY 

892 

NOA 892 - QSI 

GRADE 15 

9 


83 

OFFICE OF INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY 

im 

NOA 892 - QSI 

GRADE 14 

ifSH 


241 

OFFICE OF INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY 

jm 

NOA 892 - OS! 


3 


361 

OFFICE OF INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY 

Total 




16 



OFFICE OF INTERNATIONAL TRADE 

pi 

NOA 892 - QSI 

GRADE 14 

2 


197 

OFFICE OF INTERNATIONAL TRADE Total 




2 



OFFC OF INTELLIGENCE & OPERATIONS 
COORD 

m 

NOA 892 - QSI 

GRADE 14 

M 


70 

OFFC OF INTELLIGENCE & OPERATIONS COORD 

Total 



5 



OFFICE OF HUMAN RESOURCES 

MANAGEMENT 

m 

NOA 892 - QSI 


1 


91 

OFFICE OF HUMAN RESOURCES 

MANAGEMENT 

892 

NOA 892 - QSI 

GRADE 13 

1 

■ 

150 

OFFICE OF HUMAN RESOURCES MANAGEMENT Total 



2 
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AC/OFFICE 

NOA 

.'■'.v ■ V P£ 

■m 


. s 


OFFICE OF BORDER PATROL 

892 

NOA 892 - OSt 

GRADE 14 

4 


262 

OFFICE OF BORDER PATROL 

892 

NOA 892 - QSi 

GRADE 13 

1 


724 

OFFICE OF BORDER PATROL Total 




5 



Grand Total 




84 




Question: Please provide a table showing how much is requested in the 2010 budget for bonuses for CBP 
employees who are political appointees. Senior Executive Service, and non-SES. 

ANSWER: CBP provides awards as recognition of employee accomplishments is an important element in 
effective workforce management. Awards are used to recognize significant employee accomplishments and/or 
achievements that are clearly above and beyond what is normally expected. In addition, are reserved for truly 
exceptional contributions that further CBP’s organizational goals and the effective accomplishment of its 
mission. CBP will set aside funding for a bonus pool in FY 2010 based on FY 2009 actual bonuses provided. 


Question: Please provide for the record a table that shows all funds expended by CBP political appointees for 
travel in 2008. Include name of individual traveling, purpose of travel, location(s) visited, and total cost. 


ANSWER: Please see the following table. 


IS iili . I 

* r " 



m 

BASHAM W 
RALPH 

NEW O.RLEANS/HOUSTON - 
HURRICANE IKE/GUSTAV 

WASHINGTON DC-NEW 
ORLEANS-HOUSTON- 
WASHINGTON DC 

20080916 

20080917 

$2,299.71 


DFO CONFERENCE; SPEAK AT 
FLETC GRADUATION 

WASHINGTON DC - 
GLYNCO, GA - 
WASHINGTON. DC 

20080923 

20080924 

$1,673.50 


TOURS/BRIEFINGS MHC AND 
NORTHCOM; SPEECH AT NFWL 
CONFERENCE 

WASHINGTON DC- 
DENVER. CO- LOUISVILLE, 
KY-WASHINGTON DC 

20071011 

20071013 

$3,131.84 


TOUR J AX, ATTEND FLETC 
GRADUATIONS, MEET WITH 

FLETC PERSONNEL 

WASHINGTON DC - 
GLYNCO, GA - 
WASHINGTON, DC 

20071017 

20071018 

$1,273.50 


ATTEND FIVE EYES MEETING IN 
SAN FRANCISCO; TOUR SAN 

DIEGO AREA 

WASHINGTON DC - SAN 
DIEGO. CA - WASHINGTON 
DC 

20071104 

20071107 

$2,263.70 


SPEAK AT JFK STAKEHOLDERS 
LUNCHEON 

WASHINGTON DC - NEW 
YORK CITY. NY - 
WASHINGTON, DC 

200801 14 

200801 54 

$800.00 


SPEAK AT FLETC GRADUATION 

WASHINGTON DC - 
GLYNCO, GA- 
WASHINGTON, DC 

200801 17 

20080118 

$957.23 


SPEAK AT WASHINGTON 
BIRTHDAY CELEBRATION IN 
LAREDO W/ CONGRESSMAN 
CUELLAR 

WASHINGTON, DC- 
LAREDO, TX- 
WASHINGTON, DC 

20080222 

20080223 

$1,224.46 


TOUR/MEET CBP IN PUERTO RICO 

WASHINGTON, DC-SAN 
JUAN. PR-ST THOMAS, VI- 
WASHINGTON, DC 

20080310 

20080312 

$1,244.24 


ATTEND CROSS BORDER CRIME 
FORUM IN QUEBEC 

WASHINGTON, DC- 
QUEBEC, CANADA- 
WASHINGTON, DC 

20080318 

20080319 

$2,385.45 
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SPEAK AT NCBFAA CONFERENCE 
IN ORLANDO, FL 

- v . 5 r n i ocition 

: TrvI start . 

Trw 1 nd 

loi.iir.Vx 

WASHINGTON, DC- 
ORLANDO, FL- 
WASHINGTON, DC 

20080408 

20080409 

$1,219.88 


ATTEND WCO COUNCIL SESSION 

WASHINGTON, DC- 
BRUSSELS, BELGIUM- 
WASHINGTON, DC 

20080625 

20080630 

$3,643.37 


SPEAK AT FLETC GRADUATION, 
HRM MEDIA CAMPAIGN, RIBBON 
CUTTING CEREMONY 

WASHINGTON DC - 
GLYNCO, GA - 
WASHINGTON, DC 

20080418 

20080418 

$1,236.75 


MISSION APPRECIATION 

BUFFALO 

WASHINGTON, DC- 
BUFFALO, NY- 
WASHINGTON, DC 

20080501 

20080501 

$640.50 


MISSION APPRECIATION 
CAMPAIGN IN MIAMI/IATA 

SPEECH 

WASHINGTON, DC-MIAMI, 
FL- WASHINGTON, DC 

20080505 

20080506 

$1,122.97 


MEETINGS WITH MEXICAN 

GOV’T OFFICIALS 

WASHINGTON, DC- 
MEXICO-HOUS TON , TX- 
WASHINGTON, DC 

20080520 

20080522 

$1,648.08 


SPEAK AT AAEI CONFERENCE IN 
NEW YORK 

WASHINGTON DC - NEW 
YORK CITY, NY - 
WASHINGTON, DC 

20080603 

20080603 

$600.00 


MISSION APPRECIATION 
CAMPAIGN AND RIBBON 

CUTTING OF NEW HRM HIRING 
CENTER 

WASHINGTON, DC- 
INDIANAPOLIS, IN- 
WASHINGTON, DC 

20080605 

20080605 

$833.00 


MISSION APPRECIATION 
CAMPAIGN 

WASHINGTON, DC-SAN 
DIEGO, CA-BELLINGHAM, 
WA-WASHINGTON, DC 

20080610 

20080612 

$1,691.84 


MISSION APPRECIATION 
CAMPAIGN EVENT IN 

CHAMPLAIN, NY AND SW ANTON, 
VT 

WASHINGTON, DC- 
BURLINGTON, VT- 
WASHINGTON, DC 

20080616 

20080616 

$1,349.00 


ATTEND LAW ENFORCEMENT 
EXPLORING COMMITTEE EVENT 
AND RECEIVE AWARD 

WASHINGTON, DC-FT 
COLLINS, CO- 
WASHINGTON, DC 

20080721 

20080722 

$1,159.25 


ATTEND COAC MEETING IN 
SEATTLE, WA 

WASHINGTON, DC- 
SEATTLE, WA- 
WASHINGTON, DC 

20080806 

20080807 

$1,473.35 


MEET WITH CBP/IA STAFF IN FT. 
LAUDERDALE 

WASHINGTON, DC-FORT 
LAUDERDALE, FL- 
WASHINGTON, DC 

20080808 

20080808 

$1,040.50 


UTEP LUNCHEON SPEAKER AND 
CHIEF COUNSEL CONFERENCE 

WASHINGTON, DC-EL 

PASO. TX-LOULSVILLE KY- 
WASHINGTON, DC 

20080811 

20080813 

$1,805.60 


TRAVEL TO NEW YORK CITY FOR 
MISSION APPRECIATION 
CAMPAIGN 

WASHINGTON DC - NEW 
YORK CITY, NY - 
WASHINGTON, DC 

20080821 

20080821 

$1,200.00 


MEETING WITH INTERNATIONAL 
REPRESENTATIVE 

WASHINGTON, DC- 
HOUSTON, TX- 
WASH1NGTON. DC 

20080826 

20080826 

$1,300.00 

TOTAL 



" 


S39.2I7.72 

BELLOCCHI 
LUKE P 

PORT TOUR WITH SENATE 
HOMELAND AND GOVERNMENT 
AFFAIRS. 

WASHINGTON, DC-LOS 
ANGELES, CA- 
WASHINGTON, DC 

20071011 

20071013 

$1,348.90 


BORDER PATROL CONFERENCE 

WASHINGTON, DC-NEW 
ORLEANS/ST BERNARD, 
LA-W ASH1NGTON , DC 

20071017 

20071018 

$913.30 


TOUR WITH CONGRESSIONAL 
STAFF AND MEMBER 

WASHINGTON, DC-GREAT 
FALLS, MT- WASHINGTON, 
DC 

2(X)71 118 

20071120 

$1,683.95 
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mm 


ATTEND BORDER PATROL 
ACADEMY 

WASHINGTON, DC- 
SEATTLE, WA-BLAINE, 
WA-SAN DIEGO, CA- 
WASHINGTON, DC 

200711 25 

20071201 

$2,857.16 


CBP OCA RETREAT 

WASHINGTON, DC-LEWES, 
DE-WASHINGTON, DC 





wmmmm 



BINGEL 

THADDEUS 

NEW ORLEANS OIT CONFERENCE 

WASHINGTON. DC-NEW 
ORLEANS/ST BERNARD, 

LA- WASHINGTON, DC 

20080804 

20080805 

$1,439.50 


ATTEND FIVE EYES 

CONFERENCE WITH 
COMMISSIONER AND TOUR SAN 
DIEGO AREA 

WASHINGTON, DC-SAN 
DIEGO, CA-WASHINGTON, 
DC 

20071104 

20071107 

$2,200.70 


ATTEND PGR CONFERENCE IN 

LOS CABOS, MEXICO 

WASHINGTON, DC-CABO 
SAN LUCA, MEXICO- 
WASHINGTON, DC 

20080220 

20080222 

$3,371.00 


TOUR/MEET CBP IN PUERTO RICO 

WASHINGTON, DC-SAN 
JUAN, PR-ST THOMAS, VI- 
W ASHINGT ON, DC 

20080310 

20080312 

$1,091.91 


MISSION APPRECIATION 

BUFFALO 

WASHINGTON, DC- 
BUFFALO, NY- 
WASHINGTON, DC 

20080430 

20080501 

$927.36 


MISSION APPRECIATION MIAMI 

WASHINGTON, DC-MIAMI, 
FL-WASHINGTON, DC 

20080505 

20080506 

$1,164.87 


MEXICO CITY WITH Cl 

WASHINGTON, DC- 
MEXICO CITY, MEXICO- 
WASHINGTON, DC 

20080520 

20080522 

$1,391.25 


MISSION APPRECIATION WEST 
COAST 

WASHINGTON, DC-SAN 
DIEGO, CA-BELLINGHA, 
WA- WASHINGTON, DC 

20080610 

20080612 

$1,162.50 


MISSION APPRECIATION NYC 

RUN THROUGH 

WASHINGTON DC - NEW 
YORK CITY. NY - 
WASHINGTON. DC 

20080807 

20080808 

$705.48 


MISSION APPRECIATION EVENT 

WASHINGTON DC - NEW 
YORK CITY, NY - 
WASHINGTON, DC 


20080821 

$430.00 

$1,421.21 

HBSSSSBI 



H 


EVANS 
WATSON KIA 
LYN 

ATTENDING THE WESCCON 
CONFERENCE, BROOMFIELD. CO 

WASHINGTON. DC- 
BOULDER, CO- 
WASHINGTON, DC 

20071010 

20071014 


CRISIS ACTION TEAM TRAINING 

WASHINGTON, DC- 
HARPERS FERRY, WV- 
WASHINGTON, DC 

20080115 

200801 17 

$450.30 


PAO CONFERENCE 

WASHINGTON. DC- 
TUCSON, A Z- 
WASHINGTON, DC 

20080310 

20080315 

$1,673.68 


ADVANCE TRAVELING FOR 
AGENCY & DEP. COMM FOR THE 
ALL-HANDS CELEBRATION 

WASHINGTON, DC- 
BRUNS WICK-LONG 
BEACH-TUCSON-EL PASO- 
WASH1NGTON, DC 

20080417 

20080423 

$2,878.21 


ADVANCD TRAVELING FOR 
AGENCY & DEP. COMM FOR THE 
ALL-HANDS CELEBRATION 

WASHINGTON, DC- 
DETROIT, MI- 
WASHINGTON. DC 

20080424 

20080425 

$739.95 


ATTEND PAO CONFERENCE, SAN 
FRANCISCO. CA 

WASHINGTON, DC-SAN 
FRANCISCO. CA- 
WASHINGTON. DC 

20080707 

200807 1 2 

$1,784.90 

TOTAL 


■■-A--'-'’ 



$8,948.25 
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HOARE III 
THOMAS H 

SITE SURVEY FOR MISSION 
APPRECIATION EVENT 

WASHINGTON DC - NEW 

YORK CITY, NY - 
WASHINGTON, DC 

20080807 

20080807 

$236.00 


TO ADVANCVE COMMISSIONER 
VISIT 

WASHINGTON, DC- 
BOSTON, MA- 
WASHINGTON, DC 

20071012 

20071013 

$904,25 


ACCOMPANY COMMISSIONER TO 
SBACC MEETING 

WASHINGTON, DC- 
BOSTON, MA~ 
WASHINGTON. DC 

20071021 

20071022 

$1,086.89 


TO ATTEND MEETINGS/TOUR 

WASHINGTON, DC-SAN 
JUAN, PR-WASHINGTON, 

DC 

20080129 

20080202 

$3,770.00 


TOUR/MEET CBP IN PUERTO RICO 

WASHINGTON, DC-SAN 
JUAN, PR-ST THOMAS, VI- 
WASHINGTON, DC 

20080310 

20080312 

$1,267.98 


MISSION APPRECIATION 
CAMPAIGN IN BUFFALO, NY 

WASHINGTON, DC- 
BUFF ALO, NY- 
WASHINGTON. DC 

20080501 

20080502 

$753.00 


MISSION APPRECIATION MIAMI 

WASHINGTON. DC-M1AMI. 
FL-WASHINGTON. IX 

20080505 

20080506 

$1,161.97 

TOTAL 






HOUSTON IV 
WILLIAM H 

SBACC 

WASHINGTON, DC- 
QUEBEC, CANADA- 
WASHINGTON, DC 

20080914 

20080916 

$2,782.17 


CROSS BORDER CRIME FORUM 
W/CI 

WASHINGTON, DC- 
QUEBEC, CANADA- 
WASHINGTON, DC 

20080318 

20080319 

$2,354.68 


DTM CHANGE OF COMMAND 

WASHINGTON, DC- 
DETROIT, MI- 
WASH1NGTON, DC 

20080326 

20080326 

$480.65 


COAC MEETING 

WASHINGTON, DC- 
SEATTLE. WA- 
WASHINGTON. DC 

20080805 

20080807 

$2,030.29 


BORDER STRATEGY MEETING 

WASHINGTON, DC- 
OrrAWA. CANADA- 
WASHINGTON. DC 

20080811 

20080812 

SI, 344.65 

b — m 






MCGILL 
KANON K 

Cl TRIP TO 

HOUSTON/HURRICANE IKE 

WASHINGTON. DC- 
HOUSTON, TX- 
WASH1NGTON, DC 

20080916 

20080917 

$1,474.03 


COMM AND DEPUTY COMM 
TRAVEL TO YUMA, AZ FOR 
MEMORIAL SERVICE 

WASHINGTON, DC- YUMA, 
AZ- WASHINGTON, IX 

20080123 

20080124 

$1,007.62 


BROWNSVILLE FIELD HEARING 

WASHINGTON, DC:- 
HOUSTON, TX- 
BROWNSVILLE, TX- 
WASHINGTON, DC 

20080424 

20080428 

$96250 


P28 CODEL 

WASHINGTON, DC 

TUCSON, AZ 

WASHINGTON, DC 

20080508 

20080510 

$773.34 

TOTAL 

' ' '■ 




$4,217.49 

MULLEN 
MICHAEL C 

TRAVEL TO BRUSSELS FOR THE 
WCO CONFERENCE AND 

LONDON FOR MTGS wrrH UK 
CUSTOMS. 

WASHINGTON. DC- 
B RUSSELS, BELGIUM- 
LONIXJN. UK 

WASHINGTON, DC 

20071014 

20071019 

$7,576.43 


CANADA BILATERAL MEETING 
HOSTED BY CBP. 

WASHINGTON, DC- 
BOSTON, MA- 
WASHINGTON, DC 

20071022 

20071022 

$674.05 
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KUWAIT CMAA SIGNING; 
KAZAKSTAN POLICY 
COMMISSION; BRUSSELS EU 
COMMISSION MTGS. 

WASHINGTON, DC- 
TBILISI, GO- ALMATY, 
KAZ-BRUSSELS, 
BELGIUM-WASH1NGTON, 
DC 

2(K)71202 

20071213 

$15,107.68 


TRAVEL TO TUCSON, AZ FOR 

SB ACC AND COAC MEETINGS. 

WASHINGTON. DC 

TUCSON, AZ 

WASHINGTON, DC 

200S021 I 

20080214 

$1,155.00 


JCCC MTG IN BRUSSELS. 

WASHINGTON, DC- 
BRUSSELS, BELGIUM- 
WASHENGTON, DC 

20080305 

20080307 

$5,371.42 


BFWG CANADA MEETING WITH 
ZAMPARO. 

WASHINGTON, DC- 
OTTAWA, CN- 
WASHINGTON, DC 

20080121 

20080122 

$1,383.49 


ANNUAL PUBLIC AFFAIRS 
CONFERENCE IN TUCSON. AZ 

WASHINGTON, DC 

TUCSON, AZ 

WASHINGTON, DC 

200803 H 

20080312 

$976,22 


WCO SAFE FRAMEWORK 
CONFERENCE IN BRUSSELS. 

WASHINGTON, DC- 
BRUSSELS, BELGIUM- 
WASHINGTON, DC 

20080420 

20080424 

$4,900.87 


WCO CONFERENCE IN PANAMA 

WASHINGTON. DC- 
PANAMA CITY, PANAMA- 
W A SHINGT ON, DC 

20080505 

20080508 

$4,390.80 


CONFERENCES IN SOUTH 

AFRICA, LUXEMBOURG, 

ISTANBUL AND BRUSSELS 

WASHINGTON, DC- 
DURBAN-FRANKFURT- 
IST ANBUL-TURKEY - 
B RUSSELS- WASHINGTON, 
DC 

20080531 

20080610 

$19,644.63 


TRAVEL WITH SECRETARY OF 

DHS 

WASHINGTON, DC- 
MEXICO-B RAZIL- 
WASHINGTON, DC 

20080617 

20080622 

$1,015.74 


BRAZIL TRIP WITH SI AND 

POLICY COMMISSION MEETING 

IN BRUSSELS. 

WASHINGTON, DC- 
BRUSSELS, BELGIUM* 
WASHINGTON, DC 

20080622 

20080627 

$5,166.00 


SB ACC CONFERENCE IN CANADA 

WASHINGTON, DC- 
QUEBEC, CANADA- 
WASHINGTON, DC 

20080914 

20080916 

$5,406.05 


TRAVEL TO HOUSTON RE Cl 

INAMI MEETING 

WASHINGTON, DC- 
HOUSTON, TX- 
WASHINGTON, DC 

20080825 

20080826 

$1,941.75 

KITAJ, 

: 




574.710.13 

ROBERTSON 
JEFFREY C 

MEETING W/CBP STAFF 

MEMBERS & CANDIDATE FOR 
EMPLOYMENT 

WASHINGTON, DC-MIAMI, 
FL- WASHINGTON, DC 

20080922 

20080922 

$1,150.00 


PORT AND BORDER TOURS WITH 
DR. JAMES CARAFANO FROM 

THE HERITAGE FOUNDATION 

WASHINGTON, DC-LONG 
BEACH. CA-SAN DIEGO, 

CA- WASHINGTON, DC 

20071004 

20071006 

$1,369.87 


ATTEND WESTERN HEMISPHERE 
TRAVEL INITATIVE, OTTAWA, 
ONTARIO 

WASHINGTON, DC- 
OTTAWA, CANADA- 
WASHINGTON, DC 

20071009 

20071010 

$1,468.48 


TOURS AND MEETING WITH CBP 
OFFICIALS IN PHILADELPHIA, PA 

WASHINGTON, DC- 
PHILADELPH I A, PA- 
WASHINGTON, DC 

20071 108 

20071108 

$341.00 


ATTEND CONVENTION AND 
MEETINGS WITH FIELD PAO 

WASHINGTON, DC-NEW 
YORK CITY, NY- 
WASHINGTON, DC 

20071126 

20071128 

$1,697.68 


ATTEND MEETING/TOURS FOR 
SECURITY PREPARATION OF 
SUPERBOWL, PHOENIX, AZ 

WASHINGTON, DC- 
PHOENIX, AZ- 
W ASHINGTON, IX: 

20080128 

20080204 

$4,421,45 
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ATTEND FUMING OF TV SERIES 
(SHAPIRO), MIAMI, FL, AND NYC 

WASHINGTON, DC-MIAMI, 
EL-NEW YORK CITY, NY- 
WASHINGTON, DC 

20080204 

20080209 

$2,456.69 


ATTENDING SBACC/COAC 
CONFERENCE, TUCSON, AZ 

WASHINGTON, DC- 
TUCSON, AZ- 
WASHINGTON, DC 

2008021 1 

20080213 

$1,064,12 


ACCOMPANY CANADIAN 
REPRESENTATIVE TO 

ORGANIZED TOUR/MEETINGS, 

SAN DIEGO, CA 

WASHINGTON, DC-SAN 
DIEGO, CA-WASHINGTON, 
DC 

20080303 

20080305 

$1,795.12 


HOST/ATTEND PUBUC AFFAIRS 
CONFERENCE, TUCSON, AZ 

WASHINGTON, DC- 
TUCSON, AZ- 
WASHINGTON, DC 

20080310 

20080314 

$1,402.02 


ATTEND & SPEAK AT BORDER 
PATROL CHIEFS CONFERENCE 
DALLAS, TX 

WASHINGTON, DC- 
D ALLAS, TX- 
WASH1NGTON, DC 

20080408 

20080410 

$1,378.20 


ATTEND AWARD LUNCHEON IN 
NEW YORK, NY 

WASHINGTON, DC-NEW 
YORK CITY, NY- 
WASHINGTON, DC 

20080516 

20080516 

$757.15 


ATTEND MEETING WITH TV 
PRODUCTION COMPANIES & CBP 
STAFF MEETINGS/TOURS 

WASHINGTON, DC-LOS 
ANGELES, CA- 
WASHINGTON, DC 

20080630 

20080702 

$1,201.26 


GUEST SPEAKER AT JOINT 

FORCES STAFF COLLEGE, 
NEWPORT, RJ 

WASHINGTON, DC- 
NEWPORT, RI- 
WASHINGTON, DC 

20080916 

20080917 

$1 372 61 

IpBSSIfiPI 

' :■ 

Np ' 

ii 


iSflSIS 


Question: Please list the number, by office and pay grade level, of all CBP employees hired non-competitively 
in fiscal years 2008 and to date in 2009. 


ANSWER: The chart below shows CBP employees hired non-competitively in FY 2008 and to date in 
FY 2009: 



Esa 


zmaeam 

N .... 

Office of the Commissioner 

9 


HHHH 

1 

Chief Counsel 

11 


HHEHM 

20 

12 

bb 

3 

22 

13 

5 

5 

10 

14 


■ 


internal Affairs 

9 


1 

1 

11 


1 

3 

12 

3 


3 

13 

26 

7 

33 

14 

9 

5 

14 

International Affairs and Trade Relations 

13 


1 

1 

14 

1 


1 

Office of Congressional Affairs 

15 


1 

1 

Office of Field Operations 

5 

5 

1 

6 

6 


1 

1 

7 

1 

1 

2 

11 

4 

3 

7 

12 

1 

3 

4 
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Component ■ 

Grade 

2008 

2009 

Grand Total 


13 

1 


15 

1 


1 

Office of Finance 

0 

1 


1 


5 


1 

1 


7 

1 


1 


9 

2 

1 

3 


12 

1 


1 


13 

3 

1 

4 


14 

6 

2 

a 


15 

4 


4 

Office of Training and Development 

7 

1 


1 


9 

2 


2 


11 


1 

1 


15 

1 


1 

Office of Public Affairs 

13 

1 


1 

Air and Marine 

7 

1 

1 

2 


11 

19 

14 

33 


12 

1 

1 

2 


13 

6 


6 


14 

1 


1 


15 

1 


1 

Office of Information Technology 

0 

1 


1 


9 

9 

4 

13 


12 

9 

7 

16 


13 

22 

15 

37 


14 

16 

13 

29 


15 

6 

1 

7 

Office of Trade 

11 

3 

4 

7 


12 

1 

4 

5 


13 

1 


1 

OIOC 

9 

1 

1 

2 


11 

4 

1 

5 


13 

1 


1 


14 

2 


2 

OHRM 

5 

1 

1 

2 


9 

2 

1 

3 


11 

1 


1 


13 

1 


1 

Office of Border Patrol 

5 

1 


1 


6 


1 

1 


7 

1 

1 

2 


10 

1 


1 


11 

2 

1 

3 


12 

1 


1 


Note: Grade 0 denotes SES. 
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Question: Headquarters and Administration funding —Please provide a detailed breakout by office of the 
CBP FY 09 enacted and FY 10 President’s budget request for headquarters, management, and administration. 

ANSWER: The FY 2009 detail breakout for FY 2009 Enacted is provided. 


CBP Office 

Funding 


FY 2008 Revised 

FY 2009 Enacted 
as of March 27, 2009 

FY 2010 
Estimate 

Policv. Direction and Human CaDiiai 




Office of the Commissioner 




Office of the Commissioner 

6.288,986 

5,466,971 

5,611,714 

Office of Poiicy and Planninq 

6,104,494 

4,732,592 

4,857,892 

Office of Equal Employment Opportunity 

2,192,101 

5,752,422 

5,904,723 

Subtotal Office of Commissioner 

14,585,581 

15,951,984 

16,374,329 





Office of intelligence & Operations Coordination 

18.746,749 

42,374,111 

44.855,397 

Office of International Trade 

99,758,171 

111,611,405 

114,691,668 

Office of Internal Affairs 

87,432,129 

91,460,420 

95,101,204 

Office of Human Resources - HQ 

58,378,974 

60,596,672 

61,673,889 

Office of Human Resources - National Support 

62.404,189 

67,769,596 

67,266,923 

Office of Training and Development 

84,017,381 

87,930,385 

88,509,200 

Office of International Affairs and Trade Relations 

917,441 

84,981 


Office of Congressional Affairs 

2,343,631 

2,530,583 

2,874,842 

Office of Public Affairs 

7,616,560 

8,439,040 

9,472,055 

Office of Chief Counsel 

27,642,664 

29,050,050 

29,239,300 

Office of Field Operations 

16,087 


. 

Subtotal Policy, Direction and Human Capital 

449,273.976 

501,847,243 

513,684,478 

Technology and National Support 




Office of Finance - HQ 

103,796.667 

74,057,185 

75.192,225 

Office of Finance -National Support 

365,915,613 

391,412,542 

75,912,322 

Office of Information Technology 

287.769.163 

285.889.046 

339,336.646 

Subtotal, Technology and National Support 

757,481,443 

751,358,773 

490,441,193 






Office of Finance - HQ -Funding to support HQ’s Finance Personnel Salary & Benefits, contracts and 
operational costs 

Office of Finance - National Support - Funding to support CBP National Programs (Rent, Uniforms, 
Vehicles, Facilities Projects, Printing Services, Maintenance and Development of Financial System) 

Office of Information and Technology - Funding to support HQ’s IT Personnel Salary & Benefits and 
CBP National IT Programs and infrastructure 

Office of Human Resources - HQ- Funding to support HQ’s Office of Human Resources Personnel 
Salary & Benefits, contracts, travel, equipment and operational costs. 

Office of Human Resources - National Support - Funding to support CBP National Programs 
(National/Quality Recruitment, Retirement, Medical/Pre-Employment Screening, Drug -Free 
Workplace, National Labor & Employee Relations, Workers Comp) 
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Question: List by location FY08 actual on-board and FYs 09-10 planned staffing for Border Patrol Agent and 
Aviation Enforcement Agent positions; 

ANSWER: Please see the following tables. 

Aviation Enforcement Officers 



FY 10 

TUCSON 

9 

ARIZONA 

9 

RIVERSIDE 

1 

SAN DIEGO 

4 

CALIFORNIA 

4 

HOMESTEAD 

6 

JACKSONVILLE 

6 

MIAMI 

1 

FLORIDA 

13 

HAMMOND 

4 

LOUISIANA 

4 

SELFRIDGE AF BASE 

1 

MICHIGAN 

1 

ALBUQUERQUE 

1 

NEW MEXICO 

1 

PLATTSBURGH 

3 

NEW YORK 

3 

OKLAHOMA CITY 

1 

OKLAHOMA 

1 

EL PASO 

4 

SAN ANGELO 

2 

SAN ANTONIO 

1 

TEXAS 

7 


38 

AGUADILIA 

7 

COLOSO 

1 

PUERTO RICO 

7 


6 


48 



September 27, 

2008 

TUCSON 

5 

ARIZONA 

5 

RIVERSIDE 

1 

TECATE 

1 

CALIFORNIA 

2 

HOMESTEAD 

5 

JACKSONVILLE 

6 

MIAMI 

1 

FLORIDA 

12 

HAMMOND 

3 

LOUISIANA 

3 

SELFRIDGE AF BASE 

1 

MICHIGAN 

1 

ALBUQUERQUE 

1 

NEW MEXICO 

1 

PLATTSBURGH 

2 

NEW YORK 

2 

OKLAHOMA CITY 

1 

OKLAHOMA 

1 

EL PASO 

4 

SAN ANGELO 

2 

SAN ANTONIO 

1 

TEXAS 

7 


i^K] 

AGUADILLA 

5 

PUERTO RICO 

5 









March 14, 2009 

TUCSON 

7 

ARIZONA 

7 

IESE9HS! 

1 

SAN DIEGO 

1 

CALIFORNIA 

2 

HOMESTEAD 

6 

JACKSONVILLE 

6 

MIAMI 

1 

FLORIDA 

13 

HAMMOND 

3 

LOUISIANA 

3 

SELFRIDGE AF BASE 

1 

MICHIGAN 

1 

ALBUQUERQUE 

1 

NEW MEXICO 

1 

PLATTSBURGH 

3 

NEW YORK 

3 

OKLAHOMA CITY 

1 

OKLAHOMA 

1 

EL PASO 

4 

SAN ANGELO 

2 

SAN ANTONIO 

1 

TEXAS 

7 


38 

AGUADILIA 

5 

COLOSO 

1 

PUERTO RICO 

6 


6 


44 


Air Interdiction Agents 




September 27, 2008 


CBPAir 

Interdiction 

Agent 

(Includes 

Pilots:2181) 

ARIZONA 

DAVIS MONTHAN AFB 

1 

PHOENIX 

m 

SIERRA VISTA 

7 

TUCSON 

■ 

YUMA 

16 

ARIZONA 

K£1 



March 14, 2009 



DAVIS MONTHAN 

AFB 

1 

SIERRA VISTA 

Hi 

TUCSON 

m\ 

YUMA 

18 

ARIZONA 

|£| 


EL CENTRO 

9 


DAVIS MONTHAN 
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Question: Please provide overall Border Patrol Agent and CBP Officer FTE history for the last ten fiscal years 
and projected through the end of FY1 1. 

ANSWER: Following is the FTE history for Border Patrol Agents and CBP Officers. Prior to FY 2003, there 
were no CBP Officers. 


Border Patrol Agent 
CBP Officer 


Border Patrol Agent 


FY1998 

FY1999 

FY2000 

FY2001 

FY2002 

FY2003 

FY2004 

7,982 

8,351 

9,212 

9,821 

10,045 

10,717 

10,819 






17,483 

17,681 


FY2005 

FY2006 

FY2007 

FY2008 

FY2009* 

END 

FY09 

FY2010 

FY2011 

11,264 

12,349 

14,925 

17,499 

18,748 

20,019 

20,019 

20,019 
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CBP Officer [ 17.861 [ 17,859 [ 18,389 | 19,726 | 20,683 I 21,036 1 21,036 I 21,036 

*As of March 14, 2009 

OBP provided pre-2004 data for Border Patrol Agents. 

FY 2003 CBP Officers counts were a merger of Customs inspectors, INS inspectors and Canine 
Enforcement Officers 


Question; What is the overall attrition rate for CBP Officers and Border Patrol Agents for fiscal years 2008 
through 2011? Please include recent attrition rates by Border Patrol Sector, and, for CBPOs, for the 20 largest 
(in terms of numbers of CBP employees) ports of entry (air, sea, or land). 


ANSWER; Please see the following tables. 





DEL RiO BORDER PA TROL SECTOR 


DETROIT BORDER PATR OL SECTOR 


EL CE NTRO BORDER PATROL SECTOR 


EL PASO BORDER PATROL SECTOR 


GRAND FO RKS BORDER PATROL SECTOR 


HAVR E BORDER PATROL SECTOR 


HOULTON BORDER PATROL SECTOR 


LARE DO BORDER PATROL SECTOR 


MARFA BORDER PATROL SECTOR 


MIAMI BORDER PATROL SECTOR 


NEW ORLEANS BORDER PATROL SECTOR 


RAMEY, PUERTO RICO BORDER PATROL SECTOR 


BIO G RANDE VALLEY BORDER PATROL SECTOR 


SAN DI EGO B O RDER PATROL SECT OR 


SPOKANE BORDER PATROL SECTOR 


SW ANTON BORDER PATROL SECTOR 


TUCSO N BORDER PATROL SECTOR 


YUMA BORDER PATROL SECTOR 
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Miami 

PORT OF MIAMI, FL 

1,285 

38 

6.4% 

New York 

JFK AIRPORT AREA 

1,183 

40 

7.3% 

San Dieqo 

SAN YSiDRO PASSENGER 

862 

22 

5.5% 

New York 

NEW YORK-NEWARK PORT AREA 

755 

31 

8.9% 

Ei Paso 

PORT OF EL PASO, TX 

742 

32 

9.3% 

Laredo 

PORT OF LAREDO, TX 

662 

19 

6.2% 

Buffalo 

AREA PORT OF BUFFALO, NY 

614 

35 

12.4% 

San Francisco 

AREA PORT OF SAN FRANCISCO, CA 

570 

20 

7.6% 

Detroit 

PORT OF DETROIT, M! 

494 

20 

8.8% 

Seattle 

AREA PORT OF BLAINE, WA 

489 

15 

6.6% 

Seattle 

AREA PORT OF PEMBINA, ND 

441 

16 

7.9% 

San Dieqo 

PORT OF CALEXICO, CA 

425 

18 

9.2% 

Laredo 

PORT OF BROWNSVILLE, TX 

417 

15 

7.8% 

Chicago 

AREA PORT OF CHICAGO, IL 

365 

8 

4.7% 

Laredo 

PORT OF HIDALGO/PHARR, TX 

339 

8 

5.1% 

Tucson 

AREA PORT OF NOGALES, AZ 

339 

15 

9.6% 

San Juan 

AREA PORT OF SAN JUAN, PR 

335 

4 

2.6% 

Houston 

HOUSTON AIRPORT AREA 

328 

12 

7.9% 

Seattle 

AREA PORT OF SEATTLE, WA 

323 

9 

6.0% 


OFFICE OF FIELD OPERATIONS 

JIOP20) ... 

12,388 

419 

7.3% 


♦Through March 14, 2009 


Question: For CBP Positions, overtime and attrition, and recognizing that some positions operate in multiple 
environments, please use the Customs Overtime and Scheduling System (COSS) and other resources to provide 
the following information: CBP personnel assigned to each port of entry, broken out by end-of-fiscal-year on- 
board positions for position type, location (land border, seaport, airport, other), and the source of this data. 
Please also include overtime data for FY08 and projected for FYs 09-10 for each port of entry. 

ANSWER: Please see the following tables. 


Count of Full Time Permanent Stalling By Field Office Level and Occupations 
as of Ending Fiscal Year on September 27. 2008 


n,i«i ore™ 

Clip 

Officer 

CBP 

Agriculture 

Specialist 

Drawback 

Specialist 

Entry / 
Liquidation 
Specialist 

Import 

Specialist 

CBP 

Techncn 

A« 

P 

SB? 


Headquarters 

308 




34 

0 


g 

542 

■H 

Atlanta 

593 

133 


30 

52 

m 


31 

72 

937 

Baltimore 

530 

65 



■H 

m 


6 

49 

727 

Boston 

831 

51 


17 

mi 

mi 


8 

1 

Mil 

Buffalo 

1,087 

41 


36 

76 

24 


9 

55 

1,328 

Chicago 

646 

122 

5 

35 

95 

61 


17 

m 

1,060 

Detroit 

975 

52 


21 

69 

28 


9 

m 

1,203 

EL Paso 

964 

59 


9 

m 

20 

. 

11 

65 

1,149 



















New Orleans 

229 

49 

3 

21 

29 

11 


15 

46 


403 

New York 

1,915 

298 

13 

103 

172 

156 


30 

115 


2,800 

Portland 

204 

26 


7 

16 

32 


5 

24 


294 

Preclearance 

Operations 

450 

17 




0 



8 


475 

San Diego 

1,539 

92 


9 

20 

54 


38 

88 


1.820 

San 

Francisco 

823 

152 

7 

22 

37 

80 


12 

94 


1,227 

San Juan 

414 

91 


21 

13 

17 

3 

9 

55 


623 

Seattle 

1,417 

no 


22 

45 

40 

. 

12 

81 


1,727 

Tampa 

379 

53 

. 

8 

8 

16 


4 

23 


491 

Tucson 

736 

86 


13 

11 

19 

. 

9 

65 



TOTAL 

19,51 

2,276 

33 

485 

996 

898 

3 

232 

1,87 


row 



Over Time Hours at Customs 

Location 

ARUBA PREC 

BERMUDA PREC 

CALGARY CAN PREC 

DUBLIN IRE PREC 

EDMONTON CAN PREC 

FREEPORT BH PR EC 
HALIFAX CAN PR: 

MONTREAL CAN 
NASSAU BH PRE< 

OTTAWA CAN PR 

SHANNON IRE PREC 

TORONTO CAN PREC 

VANCOUVER CAN PREC 

VICTORIA CAN PREC 

WINNIPEG CAN PREC 

P ABERDEEN WA 

P AGUAPILLA PR 

P ALBANY NY 

P ALBUQUERQUE NM 

P ALCAN AK 


FY 2008 & 2009 COSS Hours 
and Border Protection Ports of Entry and Preclearance 


Hours Type 

OT Hours 

OT Hours 

OT Hours 

OT Hours 

OT Hours 

OT Hours 
OT 
OT 
OT 
OT 

OT Hours 

OT Hours 

OT Hours 

OT Hours 

OT Hours 

OT Hours 

OT Hours 

OT Hours 

OT Hours 

OT Hours 


2008 

2,612.89 

2,675.84 

12,169.97 

1,289.99 




412.03 

18,365.67 
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FY 2008 & 2009 COSS Hours . 
Over Time Hours at Customs and Border Protection Ports of Er 
Location i Hours Type 

dry and Preclearance Stations 

2008 1 2009 (OctSSS 

P ALEXANDRIA BAY NY 

OT Hours 

16,797.33 

4,688.15 

P ALEXANDRIA VA 

OT Hours 

26.11 

70.24 

P AMARILLO TX 

OT Hours 

61.72 

12.24 

P AMBROSE ND 

OT Hours 

165.43 

44.92 

P ANACORTES WA 

OT Hours 

952.35 

215.34 

P ANCHORAGE AK 

OT Hours 

10,283.12 

3,045.33 

P ANDRADE CA 

OT Hours 

14,525.95 

5,935.22 

P ANTLER ND 

OT Hours 

578.56 

135.65 

P ANNAPOLIS MD 

OT Hours 



P ASHLAND W1 

OT Hours 



P ASHTBL-CONNT OH 

OT Hours 

522.24 

91.80 

P ASTORIA OR 

OT Hours 

243.45 

18.50 

P ATLANTA GA 

OT Hours 

53,150.13 

22,067.84 

P AUSTIN TX 

OT Hours 

2,138.22 

283.52 

P BALTIMORE MD 

OT Hours 

18,797.87 

6,461.95 

P BANGOR ME 

OT Hours 

1 ,023.31 

435.71 

P BAR HARBOR ME 

OT Hours 

173.43 


P BATON ROUGE LA 

OT Hours 

710.11 

300.66 

P BATTLE CREEK Mi 

OT Hours 

117.52 

26.18 

P BAUDETTE MN 

OT Hours 

2,444.62 

479.13 

P BEAUFORT-MOREHEAD NC 

OT Hours 

391.79 

116.06 

P BEECHER FALLS VT 

OT Hours 

4,977.60 

1,516.96 

P BELFAST ME 

OT Hours 

43.98 

. 

P BELLINGHAM WA 

OT Hours 

2,725.59 

404.82 

P BIRMINGHAM AL 

OT Hours 

242.70 

46.91 

P BLAINE WA 

OT Hours 

73,696.43 

21,026.78 

P BOISE ID 

OT Hours 

119.68 

63.38 

P BOSTON MA 

OT Hours 

3,642.38 

1,084.51 

P BOUNDARY WA 

OT Hours 

348.36 

55.94 

P BRIDGEPORT CT 

OT Hours 

542.61 

115.06 

P BRIDGEWATER ME 

OT Hours 

1,629.99 

682.71 

P BROWNSVILLE TX 

OT Hours 

98,123.25 

44,645.10 

P BRUNSWICK GA 

OT Hours 

331.02 

81.45 

P BUFFALO NY 

OT Hours 

129,852.78 

42,089.29 

P BURLINGTON VT 

OT Hours 

805.72 

278.42 

P BUTTE MI 

OT Hours 


. 

P CALAIS ME 

OT Hours 

16,342.00 

5,260.47 

P CALEXICO CA 

OT Hours 

166,293.55 

90,148.97 

P CAMBRIDGE MD 

OT Hours 


- 

P CAPE VINCENT 

OT Hours 



P CARBURY ND 

OT Hours 

721.57 

138.03 

P CASPER WY 

OT Hours 



P CHAMPLAIN NY 

OT Hours 

47,041.88 

15,646.79 

P CHARLESTON SC 

OT Hours 

10,434.42 

3,184.90 

P CHARLESTON WV 

OT Hours 

184.52 

79.09 
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FY 2008 & 2009 COSS Hours 

Over Time Ho urs at C usto m and Bor de r ' u ctson Forts of Entry aod'Pr edearancc Stinsons 
Location j Hours Type j 2008 J 2009 (O ct - 5- ||| 


P CHARLOTTE NC 

OT Hours 

16,656.09 

5,234.65 

P CHARLTT AML VI 

OT Hours 

32,738.51 

11,967.71 

P CHATTANOOGA TN 

OT Hours 

26.04 

22.15 

P CHICAGO IL 

OT Hours 

94,756.19 

34,250.48 

P CHSTR PA & WILMINGTON DE 

OT Hours 

3,268.63 

1,040,23 

P CINC OH -LAWRNCBRG IN 

OT Hours 

3,737.28 

1,462.87 

P CLAYTON NY 

OT Hours 



P CLEVELAND OH 

OT Hours 

7.227.65 

1,711.03 

P COLUMBIA SC 

OT Hours 

221.78 

56.40 

P COLUMBUS NM 

OT Hours 

16,124.73 

6,895.25 

P COLUMBUS OH 

OT Hours 

835.95 

338.80 

P COOS BAY OR 

OT Hours 

112.50 

10.33 

P CORPUS CHRSTTX 

OT Hours 

1,091.20 

322.17 

P CRISTIANSTED VI 

OT Hours 

13,980.77 

6,309.17 

P CRUZ BAY VI 

OT Hours 

242.70 

274.22 

P DALLAS-FT WORTH TX 

OT Hours 

40,504.62 

15,367.29 ’ 

P DALTON CACHE AK 

OT Hours 

2,187.18 

1,541.32 

P DANVILLE WA 

OT Hours 

1,777.74 

371.50 

P DAVENPORT/MOLINE/ROCK ISL, IL 

OT Hours 

- 


P DAYTON OH 

OT Hours 

235.97 

100.08 

P DEL BONITA MT 

OT Hours 

1,210.96 

304.79 

, P DEL RIO TX 

OT Hours 

14,671.20 

6,870.04 

P DENVER CO 

OT Hours 

7,818.63 

2,871.95 

P DERBY LINE VT 

OT Hours 

18,999.09 

5,888.08 

P DES MOINES IA 

OT Hours 

63.16 

34.27 

P DETROIT ARP Ml 

OT Hours 

17,180.45 

5,739.89 

P DETROIT Ml 

OT Hours 

82,298.71 

31,855.73 

P DOUGLAS AZ 

OT Hours 

32,953.11 

19,550.30 

P DULUTH MN 

OT Hours 

1,124.37 

293.99 

P DUNSEITH ND 

OT Hours 

2,699.52 

1,297.28 

P DURHAM NC 

OT Hours 

1,407.19 

741.28 

P DVNPRT-RK ISLND IL 

OT Hours 

82.13 

40.00 

P EAGLE PASS TX 

OT Hours 

38,077.26 

16,313.78 

P EASTPORT ID 

OT Hours 

3,747.59 

1,167.99 

P EASTPORT ME 

OT Hours 

2,524.97 

716.71 

P EL PASO TX 

OT Hours 

220,026.15 

111,528.31 

P ERIE PA 

OT Hours 

644.42 

68.82 

P EUREKA CA 

OT Hours 

8.50 


P EVERETT WA 

OT Hours 

209.90 

16.35 

P FABENS TX 

OT Hours 

12,577.78 

4,433.53 

P FAIRBANKS AK 

OT Hours 

253.59 

59.99 

P FAJARDO PR 

OT Hours 

2,142.55 

723.85 

P FARGO ND 

OT Hours 

171.99 

64.21 

P FERNANDINA FL 

OT Hours 

296.46 

60.45 

P FERRY WA 

OT Hours 

20.60 

800 
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■mi y 

P FORT FAIRFIELD ME 

OT Hours 

6,863.47 

2,185.26 

P FORT KENT ME 

OT Hours 

2,998.65 

740.09 

P FORT MYERS FL 

OT Hours 

1,564.44 

468.05 

P FORTUNA ND 

OT Hours 

602.38 

1 86.88 

P FREEPORT TX 

OT Hours 

318.61 

192.07 

P FREEPORT TX ARP 

OT Hours 

32,59 

- 

P FRESNO CA 

OT Hours 

310.74 

236.38 

P FRIDAY HARBOR WA 

OT Hours 

1 ,242.96 

72.59 

P FRONTIER WA 

OT Hours 

2,126.95 

357.60 

P FRONT ROYAL VA 

OT Hours 


- 

P GEORGETOWN SC 

OT Hours 

- 

- 

P GLOUCESTER MA 

OT Hours 

293.54 

205.65 

P GRAND FORKS ND 

OT Hours 

- 

- 

P GRAND RAPIDS Ml 

OT Hours 

313.65 

82.68 

P GRD PORTAGE MN 

OT Hours 

2,653.36 

253.80 

P GREEN BAY Wi 

OT Hours 

526.80 

192.33 

P GREENVILLE MS 

OT Hours 

- 

- 

P GRAMERCY LA 

OT Hours 



P GRNVIL-SPRTNGB SC 

OT Hours 

238.19 

76.90 

P GRT FLLS MT 

OT Hours 

1,845.64 

387.92 

P GUAM 

OT Hours 

7,699.53 

2,687.30 

P GULFPORT MS 

OT Hours 

2,992.30 

1,035.05 

P HANNAH ND 

OT Hours 

324.47 

156.42 

P HANSBORO ND 

OT Hours 

720.62 

209.18 

P HARRISBURG PA 

OT Hours 

118.05 

46.22 

P HARTFORD CT 

OT Hours 

1,328.18 

323.48 

P HIDALGO TX 

OT Hours 

74,629.94 

33,980.73 

P HIGHGATE SPRINGS VT 

OT Hours 

15,545.32 

4,631.62 

P HONOLULU HI 

OT Hours 

29,411.98 

9,830.92 

P HOULTON ME 

OT Hours 

14,934.51 

4,489.19 

P HOUSTON/GALVESTON SEAPORT & P 
HOUSTON/GALVESTON TX (1 Port) 

OT Hours 

20,011.34 

9,717.12 

OT Hours 

81,264.64 

23,715.56 

P HUENEME CA 

OT Hours 

314.97 

77.43 

P HUNTSVILLE AL 

OT Hours 

482.74 

107.31 

P HURON Ml 

OT Hours 

28,286.57 

7,279.36 

P INDIANAPOLIS IN 

OT Hours 

1,234.10 

274.77 

P INTL FALLS-RANR MN 

OT Hours 

8,734.28 

1,220.60 

P JACKMAN ME 

OT Hours 

7,692.37 

1,873.94 

P JACKSONVILLE FL 

OT Hours 

7,836.78 

2,624.48 

P JFK ARP NY 

OT Hours 

362,340.32 

129,351.16 

P JUNEAU AK 

OT Hours 

1,384.09 

76.58 

P KAHULU! Hi 

OT Hours 

849.47 

109.24 

P KANSAS CITY MO 

OT Hours 

1 ,696.50 

560.00 

P KETCHIKAN AK 

OT Hours 

2,531.80 

784.56 

P KEY WEST FL 

OT Hours 

2,310.01 

744.03 
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Location | Hours Type j 2008 [ 2009 {OcO-Feb) 


P KNOXVILLE TN 

OT Hours 

52.00 

15.00 

P KODIAK AK 

OT Hours 

- 

- 

P KONA-HILO Hi (2 PORTS) 

OT Hours 

856.33 

482.78 

P LAKE CHARLES LA 

OT Hours 

845.86 

353.88 

P LA-LONG BEACH CA 

OT Hours 

152,342.24 

66,896.30 

P LAREDO TX 

OT Hours 

179,065.58 

67,547.34 

P LAWRENCE MA 

OT Hours 


- 

P LAS VEGAS NV 

OT Hours 

11,746.82 

4,836.41 

P LAURiER WA 

OT Hours 

1 ,749.61 

281.96 

P LAX AIRPORT CA 

OT Hours 

247,780,19 

93,291.82 

P LEHIGH VALLEY PA 

OT Hours 

99.17 

24.54 

P LITTLE ROCK AR 

OT Hours 

75.55 

4.42 

P LOGAN ARP MA 

OT Hours 

19,254.03 

6,579.52 

P LONGVIEW W A 

OT Hours 

383.87 

135.15 

PLOS ANGELES CA 

OT Hours 

2,215.04 

75.52 

P LOUISVILLE KY 

OT Hours 

538.33 

53.04 

P LUBBOCK TX 

OT Hours 

1.91 


P LUKEVILLE A Z 

OT Hours 

7,280.06 

2,642.86 

P LYNDEN WA 

OT Hours 

8,179.07 

943.97 

P MADAWASKA ME 

OT Hours 

3,158.66 

872.09 

P MAIDA ND 

OT Hours 

577.75 

408.38 

P MANATEE FL 

OT Hours 

970.17 

68.96 

P MANITOWAC Wl 

OT Hours 

- 


P MARINETTE Wl 

OT Hours 



P MASSENA NY 

OT Hours 

6,880.20 

2,456.87 

P MAYAGUE2 PR 

OT Hours 

10,466.08 

3,505.61 

P MEMPHIS TN 

OT Hours 

6,347.73 


P METALINE FALLS WA 

OT Hours 

2,082.72 

574.03 

P MIAMI AIRPORT FL 

OT Hours 

285,995.34 

130,846.74 

P MIAMI SEAPORT FL 

OT Hours 

78,840.82 

33,155.30 

P MILWAUKEE Wl 

OT Hours 

2,593.24 

1,081.89 

P MINNEAPOLIS MN 

OT Hours 

18,882.61 

8,546.14 

P MOBILE AL 

OT Hours 

2,788.53 

954.73 

P MORGAN CITY LA 

OT Hours 

1,078.08 


P MORGAN MT 

OT Hours 

887.19 


P MUSKEGON Ml 

OT Hours 

- 


P NACO A2 

OT Hours 

6,266.04 

2,493.90 

P NASHVILLE TN 

OT Hours 

621.11 

172.25 

P NAWLWL-PT ALLN HI 

OT Hours 

33.62 

8.50 

P NEAH BAY WA 

OT Hours 



P NECHE ND 

OT Hours 

777.73 

56.17 

P NEW BEDFORD MA 

OT Hours 

371.69 

277.70 

P NEW HAVEN CT 

OT Hours 

678.82 

268.83 

P NEW ORLEANS LA 

OT Hours 

B'c-' 

3,483.36 

P NEW RIVER VA 

OT Hours 








330 


■ 

" -V-'' 

W$8M H tei 

P NEWPORT NEWS VA 

OT Hours 


21.08 

P NEWPORT OR 

OT Hours 

12.98 

- 

P NEWPORT Rl 

OT Hours 

40.16 

- 

P NIGHTHAWK WA 

OT Hours 


- 

P NOGALES AZ 

OT Hours 

109,029.46 

46,538.44 

P NOME AK 

OT Hours 

59.38 

9.84 

P NOONAN ND 

OT Hours 


102.44 

P NORFOLK VA 

OT Hours 

12,950.46 

4,199.80 

P NORTHGATE ND 

OT Hours 

626.35 

121.92 

P NORTON VT 

OT Hours 

3,877.65 

1,179.42 

P NY-NEWARK NJ 

OT Hours 

189,985.06 

49,235.77 

P OGDENSBURG NY 

OT Hours 

5,364.34 

1,354.32 

P OKLAHOMA CITY OK 

OT Hours 

269.13 

72.78 

P OLYMPIA BAY WA 

OT Hours 

- 

- 

P OMAHA NE 

OT Hours 

142.93 

57.25 

P OPHE1M MT 

OT Hours 

951.17 

191.50 

P ORLANDO FL 

OT Hours 

23,362.44 

9 323.09 

P OROVILLE WA 

OT Hours 

11,688.17 

3,440.15 

P OSWEGO NY 

OT Hours 

- 


P OTAY MESA CA 

OT Hours 

30,292.61 


P OWENSBORO/EVANSVILLE IN 

OT Hours 



P PANAMA CITY FL 

OT Hours 

363.86 

134.91 

P PASCAGOULA MS 

OT Hours 


182.01 

P PEMBINA ND 

OT Hours 

13,679.92 

3,986.91 

P PENSACOLA FL 

OT Hours 

74.89 

52,16 

P PEORIA IL 

OT Hours 

33.68 

.. 

P PERTH AMBOY NJ 

OT Hours 

551.86 

152.53 

P PHILADELPHIA PA 

OT Hours 

47,575.06 

17,135.34 

P PHOENIX AZ 

OT Hours 

12,175.58 

4,365.70 

P PIEGAN MT 

OT Hours 

1 ,964.52 

658.31 

P PINECREEK MN 

OT Hours 

39.61 

7.33 

P PITTSBURGH PA 

OT Hours 

1 ,563.32 

871.71 

P PLYMOUTH MA 

OT Hours 

- 


P POINT ROBERTS WA 

OT Hours 

5,440.97 

1,471.62 

P PONCE PR 

OT Hours 

2,247.77 

758.49 

P PORT ANGELES WA 

OT Hours 

2,445.40 

663.16 

P PORT ARTHUR/BEAUMONT TX 

OT Hours 

1,150.33 

374.80 

P PORT CANAVER FL 

OT Hours 

7,313.31 

1,603.19 

P PORT EVERGLADES FL 

OT Hours 

76,349.62 

33,732.15 

P PORT HURON Ml 

OT Hours 


. 

P PORT LAVACA - POINT COMFORT TX 

OT Hours 



P PORT TOWNSEND WA 

OT Hours 

36.98 

- 

P PORTAL ND 

OT Hours 

9,789.54 

2,739.54 

P PORTHiLL ID 

OT Hours 

1,901.76 

599.93 

P PORTLAND ME 

OT Hours 

91 1 .76 

236.02 
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Over Time Hours at Customs 


FY 2008 & 2009 COSS Hours 

and Border Protection Ports of Entry and P reclearance Stations 

2008 - } 2009 (Oct-Feb) 


P PORTLAND OR 


12,221.01 

3,508.24 

P PORTSMOUTH NH 

OT Hours 

461.21 

151.28 

P PRESIDIO TX 


19,118.75 

7,939.67 

P PROGRESSO TX 


13,778.64 

6,096.44 

P PROVIDENCE R! 


1,569.38 

457.36 

P RACINE Wl 


83,93 

56.00 

P RAYMOND MT 

OT Hours 

2,679.34 

295.10 

P RENO NV 

OT Hours 

108.83 

50.16 

P RICHFORD VT 

OT Hours 

11,406.15 

5,055.17 

P RIO GRANDE CTY TX 

OT Hours 

10,176.90 

3,586.43 

P RMND-PTRSBURG VA 

OT Hours 

939.90 

400.54 

P ROCHESTER NY 

OT Hours 

158.02 

39.22 

P ROCKFORD IL 

OT Hours 

362.07 

192.74 

P ROMA TX 

OT Hours 

16,445.83 

6,377.75 

P ROOSEVILLE MT 

OT Hours 

4,914.40 

2,153.97 

P ROSEAU MN 

OT Hours 

995.74 

222,75 

P SACRAMENTO CA 

OT Hours 

- 

. 

P SAG-BAY CTY-FLINT Ml 

OT Hours 

181.07 

■Eh 

P SALT LAKE CTY UT 

OT Hours 

667.37 

435.57 

P SAN ANTONIO TX 

OT Hours 

967.66 

137.89 

P SAN DIEGO CA 

OT Hours 

10,130.27 

5,562.13 

P SAN FRANCISCO CA 

OT Hours 

146,237.38 

56,479.84 

P SAN JOSE CA 

OT Hours 

3,159.20 

1,394.98 

P SAN JUAN PR 

OT Hours 

90,604.62 

42,182.70 

P SAN LUIS A2 

OT Hours 

47,402.12 

27,027.1 1 

P SAN LUIS OBISPO CA 

OT Hours 


- 

P SAN YSIDRO CA 

OT Hours 

256,525.14 

138,594.91 

P SANFORD FL 

OT Hours 

5,738.12 

1,803.24 

P SANTA TERESA NM 

OT Hours 

14,029.13 

6,223.37 

P SARLES ND 

OT Hours 

1,250.98 

347.00 

P SASABE AZ 

OT Hours 

2,360.35 


P SAVANNA GA 

OT Hours 

12,015.60 

3,224.81 

P SCOBEY MT 

OT Hours 

1,528.08 

532.50 

P SEATTLE WA 

OT Hours 

82,595.92 

29,673.10 

P SHEBOYGAN 

OT Hours 



P SHERWOOD ND 

OT Hours 

634.95 

200.07 

P SHREVEPORT LA 

OT Hours 

128.91 

21.83 

P SIOUX FALLS SD 

OT Hours 

42.84 

13.75 

P SITKA AK 

OT Hours 

177.40 


P SKAGWAY AK 

OT Hours 

786.56 

336.31 

P SLT STE MARIE M! 

OT Hours 

18,331.37 

4,869.35 

P SODUS POINT NY 

OT Hours 

- 


P SPIRIT OF ST LOUIS MO 

OT Hours 

135.77 

63.86 

P SPOKANE WA 

OT Hours 

255.97 

67.72 

P SPRINGFIELD MA 

OT Hours 

188.04 

91.48 
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Over Time Hours at Customs and Border Protection Ports of Entry and Preclearance Stations; 
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P SPRINGFIELD MO 

OT Hours 

33.30 


P ST ALBANS VT 


4,184.97 

428.63 

P ST CROIX V! 

OT Hours 



P ST JOHN ND 

OT Hours 

799.91 

283.02 

P ST JOHN VI 



. 

P ST JOSEPH MO 


- 


P ST LOUiS MO 


7,437.02 

2,167.58 

P ST PETERSBURG FL 


306.99 

- 

P ST THOMAS VI 



■ ■ 

P SUMAS WA 

OT Hours 

19,880.42 

5,748.93 

P SWEETGRASS MT 

OT Hours 


5,006.25 

P SYRACUSE NY 

OT Hours 


139.16 

P TACOMA WA 

OT Hours 

8,958.51 

1,528.18 

P TAMPA FL 

OT Hours 

15,781.98 

6,395.17 

P TECATE CA 



6,362.18 

P TOLEDO-SNDKY OH 

OT Hours 

1,334.97 

286.53 ‘ 

P TRI-CITIES TN 


8.24 

8.75 

P TROUT RiV-CHAT-COV NY 



1,254.99 

P TUCSON AZ 




P TULSA OK 

OT Hours 

158.88 

56.48 

P TURNER MT 


923.60 

144.75 

, P UTICA NY 




P VALDEZ AK 



• 

P VAN BUREN ME 

OT Hours 

3,750.12 


P VANCEBORO ME 

OT Hours 

2,126.55 


P VICKSBURG MS 

OT Hours 

23.66 

1.42 

P WEST PALM BEACH FL 

OT Hours 

10,957.94 

3,998.32 

P WALHALLA ND 

OT Hours 


- 

P WARROAD MN 

OT Hours 

2,559.05 

404.69 

P WASHINGTON DC 

OT Hours 

66,393.59 

26,666.48 

P WESTHOPE ND 

OT Hours 

790.20 

294.58 

P WHITETAIL MT 

OT Hours 

686.04 

104.00 

P WHITLASH MT 

OT Hours 

450.09 

156.00 

P WICHITA KS 

OT Hours 

248.19 

81.14 

P WILKES BARRE-SCRANTON PA 

OT Hours 

4.86 

3.87 

P WILMINGTON NC 

OT Hours 

2,021.14 

715.54 

P WINSTON-SALEM NC 

OT Hours 

158.56 

86.61 

P WORCESTER MA 

OT Hours 

72.03 

12.42 

P WRANGELL AK 

OT Hours 

175.25 

14.00 

TOTAL 


4,850,994.43 

1,922,250.91 


Question: Please break out for fiscal years 2008-2010 actual and projected permanent hires, by position, who 
were initially hired under intern program such as FCIP. 
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ANSWER: Ho low is the break out of actual and projected permanent hires who were initially hired under 
intern programs for FY 2008-2010. 


Series 

2008 

2009* 

Future FY 09 Hires 

FY 2010 Hires" 

Auditor 

21 

26 



Border Patrol Aqent 

4,362 

2,252 

2,246 

3,402 

CBP Aqriculture Specialist 

299 

86 

200 

292 

CBP Officer 

,783 

1,555 

1,600 

1,619 

CBP Technician 

1 




Intel Research Specialist 

11 

2 

2 


Personnel Security Specialist 

7 

3 



HR Specialist 

11 

9 

16 


HR Assistant 

1 




Mission Support Specialist 

2 

5 



Mission Support Assistant 

1 




Management Proqram Analyst 

4 

1 



Budget Specialist 

8 




National Targeting Specialist 

1 

1 



Sector Enforcement Specialist 

2 

2 



Grand Total 

7,514 

3,942 




* As of March 14, 2009 
** Attrition hires only 


Question: For the Office of Intelligence and Operations Coordination, please provide funding and staffing 
■ for FY08, estimated for FY09, and requested for FY 10. Please explain how the increased funding for 
intelligence operations (additional watches and field support) relate to funding for this office, and how the work 
of this Office is managed between CBP and the Under Secretary for Intelligence and Analysis. 

ANSWER: Please see the following charts. 


OIOC Budget Authority 
(Dollars in Thousands) 

FY 2008 Enacted 


■Mpnnni 

i } 1' P.-U H . S\ 

Current Services 

v v ; --’ v v v ; v" \ 


$54,108 

Proqram Increase 


■ .. .. :i 


Total 

$30,108 

$54, 108 

$57,108 



FY 20(18 Staffing Plan Actuals 

FY 2009 Enacted 

FY 201(1* Request 1 Total 



2 

0 

2 

0132 (Intel Res Spec.) 

69 

94 

0 

94 

1801 (Field Analysis Spec.) 

22 

22 

0 

22 

i 896 (Border Patrol Agent) 

20 


0 

20 

0340 (Program Manager) 

16 

16 

0 

16 

22 10 (IT Spec.) 

3 

5 

0 

5 

0343 (Mgmt & Prog Analyst) 

9 

9 

0 

9 

0301 (Program Management) 

6 

6 

0 

6 

1895 (CBP Officer) 

13 

13 

0 

13 

0199 (Student Trainee IRS) 

1 

1 

0 

1 
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1889 (Import. Specialist) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0080 (Security Specialist) 

6 

6 

0 

6 

] 88 1 (Air Interdiction Officer) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1530 (Statistician) 

1 

1 

0 

! 

0303 (Clerk) 

3 

3 

0 

3 

0318 (Secretary) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0134 (Intel Aid) 

1 

1 

0 

1 

1082 (Writer/Editor) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Subtotal 

172 

199 

0 

199 

Vacancy 

3 

3 

0 

3 

Total 

175 

202 

0 

202 


*T he FY 2010 President’s Budget request level does not include additional positions for the Office of Intelligence and Operations 
Coordination. 


The Under Secretary for Intelligence and Analysis is the Chief Intelligence Officer for the Department and 
therefore reviews the annual Office of Intelligence and Operations Coordination (OIOC) budget and is 
responsible for intelligence policy within the Department. On a day to day basis, OIOC personnel work with 
their counterparts in the Under Secretary’s office directly, through a number of channels, depending on the 
issue, e.g., analytic collaboration, dissemination of products, planning information systems, security, etc. 


Question: Cost Modules — Please provide current CBP staff costing modules that make up the current 1st — 
3rd year position model costs for CBP employees, with associated assumptions for supervisory ratios. This 
should tie to costing assumptions for the additional Border Patrol Agents, CBP Officers, Air Interdiction 
Agents, Intel analysts. General Investigative positions, and support personnel for Border Patrol and OFO. 

Please indicate the date for the on-board assumption, and funding for supervisory positions and their ratio. 

ANSWER: See attached file for Bolder Patrol, CBP Officer, Air Interdiction Agent, Marine Interdiction 
Agent, and General position cost breakouts. Included are the projected costs for Years 1, 2 and 3. Year 1 costs 
are for one half year only, based on the assumption that individuals will be hired evenly throughout the year. It 
should be noted that Years -2 and 3 costs are based on replacement times, ratios and other factors specific to the 
out-years. A comparison between Years 1, 2 and 3 is not recommended without a detailed explanation of 
specific line items to clarify possible disparities. Please note that the Position Cost Model is used to 
approximate the costs necessary to hire one new position. It does not represent the true costs, only the 
incremental cost to CBP to add one new position. Therefore, the Position Cost Model should not be used to 
estimate Salaries & Expenses of current on-board personnel. 

• The Border Patrol Agent (BPA) supervisory ratio is 1:7. Of this, 2/3 of BPA supervisors are GS-12, and 
1/3 of BPA supervisors are GS-13. 

• The CBP Officer (CBPO) supervisory ratio is 1:8. CBPO supervisors are GS-12. 

• Air Interdiction Agents and Marine Interdiction Agents did not use a supervisory ratio in the FY 2010 
budget. General Support personnel are hired at various GS levels. 

• There are no Intel Analysts or Investigative positions requested in the FY 2010 budget 

• It is assumed that individuals are hired evenly throughout die year. Therefore, Year 1 represents one half 
year only. 

Question: For CBP Positions, overtime and attrition, and recognizing that some positions operate in multiple 
environments, please use the Customs Overtime and Scheduling System (COSS) and other resources to provide 
the following information: CBP personnel assigned to each port of entry, broken out by end-of-fiscal-year on- 
board positions for position type, location (land border, seaport, airport, other), and the source of this data. 
Please also include overtime data for FY08 and projected for FYs 09-10 for each port of entry. 
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ANSWER^ Please see the following table. 


Count of Full Time Permanent Staffing By Field Office Level and Occupations; 
as of Ending Fiscal Year on Se ptember 27, 2008 


wmmKaumaamm 

feiSlliaiiaiilliSiite 

Bill 

.Import 

Specialist 

T C f KnorU 

IVchncn | 

■B 





HHHHfil 

34 

0 



542 


Atlanta 

593 

133 

- 


52 

46 

■ 

H 

72 

937 

Baltimore 

530 

65 

- 


■ES3 

mm 


6 

49 

727 

Boston 

831 

51 

- 


riiibei 

38 

- 

8 

56 

1,031 

Buffalo 

1,087 

41 

- 


76 

24 

- 

9 

55 

1328 

Chicago 

646 

122 

5 


95 

MEI 

- 

wma 

79 

1,060 

Detroit 

975 

52 1 

- 


69 

28 

- 

warn 

49 

1,203 

EL Paso 

964 

59 

- 

9 

21 

SUES! 


n 

65 

1,149 

Houston 

793 

143 

7 

mm 

29 

HRO 

* 

9 

64 

1,107 

Laredo 

1,905 

172 

- 


55 

55 


11 

7! 

2385 

Los Angeles 

1,326 

174 

- 

39 

■mm 

wmm 


15 


1,848 

Miami 

1,454 

290 

- 

15 

36 

mm 


12 


1*959 

New Orleans 

229 

49 

3 

21 


WMM 


15 

46 

403 

New York 

1,915 

298 

11 

103 

172 

me 

- 


115 


Portland 

204 

26 

• 

7 

16 

12 

- 

5 

24 

294 

Preclearance 

Operations 

450 

17 

- 

- 

- 

0 

- 


8 

mm 

San Diego 

1,539 

92 

- 

9 


54 


18 

88 

IH3S1 

San 

Francisco 

823 

152 

7 

22 

37 

80 



94 

■rgi 

San Juan 

414 

91 



13 

17 

He 

9 

55 

623 

Seattle 

1,417 

no 



mm 

mm 

- 

12 

81 


Tampa 

379 

53 

- 

8 

8 

16 


r 

23 

491 

Tucson 

736 

86 


13 

FT 

19 

- 

9 

65 

939 

TOTAL 

19,51 

8 

2,276 

33 

485 

996 

898 

3 

232 

1,87 

6 

26317 


FY 2008 & 2009 COSS Hours 

Ov er Time Hours at Customs and Border Protection Ports of Entry and Preclearance Stations 


' LOCatldh: 5 :rr 

. 

Hours Type 

2008 

2009 (Oct-Feb) 

ARUBA PREC 

OT Hours 

2,612.89 

1,131.70 

BERMUDA PREC 

OT Hours 

2,675.84 

879.43 

CALGARY CAN PREC 

OT Hours 

12,169.97 

5,512.13 

DUBLIN IRE PREC 

OT Hours 

1,289.99 

707.19 

EDMONTON CAN PREC 

OT Hours 

6,838.95 

2,655.32 

FREEPORT BH PREC 

OT Hours 

2,386.28 

1,092.72 

HALIFAX CAN PREC 

OT Hours 

3,063.75 

1,271.04 

MONTREAL CAN PREC 

OT Hours 

16,406.06 

6,225.98 

NASSAU BH PREC 

OT Hours 

12,572.43 

5,438.93 

OTTAWA CAN PREC 

OT Hours 

4,085.60 

1,719.80 

SHANNON IRE PREC 

OT Hours 

1,277.84 

412.03 

TORONTO CAN PREC 

OT Hours 

43,280.99 

18,365.67 
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Location 

Hours Type 

2008 

2009 {Oct-Feb^ 

VANCOUVER CAN PREC 

OT Hours 

21,341.82 

5,760.30 

VICTORIA CAN PREC 

OT Hours 

3,574.97 

534.64 

WINNIPEG CAN PREC 

OT Hours 

4,158.15 

1,687.64 

P ABERDEEN WA 

OT Hours 

114.65 

28.28 

P AGUADILLA PR 

OT Hours 


- 

P ALBANY NY 

OT Hours 

2,087.87 

846.32 

P ALBUQUERQUE NM 

OT Hours 

480.22 

124.67 

P ALCAN AK 

OT Hours 

4,861.01 

1,445.79 

P ALEXANDRIA BAY NY 

OT Hours 

16,797.33 

4,688.15 

P ALEXANDRIA VA 

OT Hours 

26.11 

70.24 

P AMARILLO TX 

OT Hours 

61.72 

12.24 

P AMBROSE ND 

OT Hours 

165.43 

44.92 

P ANACORTES WA 

OT Hours 

952.35 

215.34 

P ANCHORAGE AK 

OT Hours 

10,283.12 

3,045.33 

P ANDRADE CA 

OT Hours 

14,525.95 

5,935.22 

P ANTLER ND 

OT Hours 

578.56 

135.65 

P ANNAPOLIS MD 

OT Hours 



P ASHLAND W! 

OT Hours 



P ASHTBL-CONNT OH 

OT Hours 

522.24 

91.80 

P ASTORIA OR 

OT Hours 

243.45 

18.50 

P ATLANTA GA 

OT Hours 

53,150.13 

22,067.84 

P AUSTIN TX 

OT Hours 

2,138.22 

283.52 

P BALTIMORE MD 

OT Hours 

18,797.87 

6,461.95 

P BANGOR ME 

OT Hours 

1,023.31 

435.71 

P BAR HARBOR ME 

OT Hours 

173.43 


P BATON ROUGE LA 

OT Hours 

710.11 

300.66 

P BATTLE CREEK Ml 

OT Hours 

117.52 

26.18 

P BAUDETTE MN 

OT Hours 

2,444.62 

479.13 

P BEAUFORT-MOREHEAD NC 

OT Hours 

391.79 

116.06 

P BEECHER FALLS VT 

OT Hours 

4,977.60 

1,516.96 

P BELFAST ME 

OT Hours 

43.98 


P BELLINGHAM WA 

OT Hours 

2,725.59 

404.82 

P BIRMINGHAM AL 

OT Hours 

242.70 

46.91 

P BLAINE WA 

OT Hours 

73,696.43 

21,026.79 

P BOISE ID 

OT Hours 

119.68 

63.38 

P BOSTON MA 

OT Hours 

3,642.38 

1,084,51 

P BOUNDARY WA 

OT Hours 

348.36 

55.94 

P BRIDGEPORT CT 

OT Hours 

542.61 

115.06 

P BRIDGEWATER ME 

OT Hours 

1 ,629.99 

682.71 

P BROWNSVILLE TX 

OT Hours 

98,123.25 

44,645.10 

P BRUNSWICK GA 

OT Hours 

331.02 

81.45 

P BUFFALO NY 

OT Hours 

129,852.78 

42,089.29 

P BURLINGTON VT 

OT Hours 

805.72 

278.42 

P BUTTE MT 

OT Hours 

- 


P CALAIS ME 

OT Hours 

16,342.00 

5,260.47 

P CALEXICO CA 

OT Hours 

166,293.55 

90,148.97 

P CAMBRIDGE MD 

OT Hours 

- 

- 
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Location 

Hours Type 

2008 

2009 {Oci-Fet:? 

P CAPE VINCENT 

OT Hours 



P CARBURY ND 

OT Hours 

721,57 

138.03 

P CASPER WY 

OT Hours 


- 

P CHAMPLAIN NY 

OT Hours 

47,041 .88 

15,646.79 

P CHARLESTON SC 

OT Hours 

10,434.42 

3,184.90 

P CHARLESTON WV 

OT Hours 

184.52 

79.09 

P CHARLOTTE NC 

OT Hours 

16,656.09 

5,234.65 

P CHARLTT AML VI 

OT Hours 

32,738.51 

11,967.71 

P CHATTANOOGA TN 

OT Hours 

26.04 

22.15 

P CHICAGO iL 

OT Hours 

94,756.19 

34,250.48 

P CHSTR PA & WILMINGTON DE 

OT Hours 

3,268.63 

1,040.23 

P CINC OH -LAWRNCBRG IN 

OT Hours 

3,737.28 

1,462.87 

P CLAYTON NY 

OT Hours 


- 

P CLEVELAND OH 

OT Hours 

7,227.65 

1,711.03 

P COLUMBIA SC 

OT Hours 

221.78 

56.40 

P COLUMBUS NM 

OT Hours 

16,124.73 

6,895.25 

P COLUMBUS OH 

OT Hours 

835.95 

338.80 

P COOS BAY OR 

OT Hours 

112.50 

10.33 

P CORPUS CHRST TX 

OT Hours 

1.091.20 

322.17 

P CRISTIANSTED V! 

OT Hours 

13,980.77 

6,309.17 

P CRUZ BAY Vi 

OT Hours 

242.70 

274.22 

PDALLAS-FT WORTH TX 

OT Hours 

40,504.62 

15,367.29 

P DALTON CACHE AK 

OT Hours 

2,187.18 

1,541.32 

P DANVILLE WA 

OT Hours 

1,777.74 

371.50 

P DAVENPORT/MOLINE/ROCK ISL, IL 

OT Hours 


- 

P DAYTON OH 

OT Hours 

235.97 

100.08 

P DEL BONITA MT 

OT Hours 

1,210.96 

304.79 

P DEL RIO TX 

OT Hours 

14,671.20 

6,870.04 

P DENVER CO 

OT Hours 

7,818.63 

2,871.95 

P DERBY LINE VT 

OT Hours 

18,999.09 

5,888.08 

P DES MOINES IA 

OT Hours 

63.16 

34.27 

P DETROIT ARP Ml 

OT Hours 

17,180.45 

5,739.89 

P DETROIT Ml 

OT Hours 

82,298.71 

31,855.73 

P DOUGLAS AZ 

OT Hours 

32,953.11 

19,550.30 

P DULUTH MN 

OT Hours 

1,124.37 

293.99 

P DUNSEITH ND 

OT Hours 

2,699.52 

1,297.28 

P DURHAM NC 

OT Hours 

1,407.19 

741.28 

P DVNPRT-RK ISLND IL 

OT Hours 

82.13 

40.00 

P EAGLE PASS TX 

OT Hours 

38,077.26 

16,313.78 

P EASTPORT ID 

OT Hours 

3,747.59 

1,167.99 

P EASTPORT ME 

OT Hours 

2,524.97 

716.71 

P EL PASO TX 

OT Hours 

220,026.15 

111,528.31 

P ERIE PA 

OT Hours 

644.42 

68.82 

P EUREKA CA 

OT Hours 

8.50 

- 

P EVERETT WA 

OT Hours 

209.90 

16.35 

P FABENS TX 

OT Hours 

12,577.78 

4,433,53 

P FAIRBANKS AK 

OT Hours 

253.59 

59.99 
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Loe utio'n 

Hours Type 

2008 

2009 (O 1 F et ) 

P FAJARDO PR 

OT Hours 

2,142.55 

723.85 

P FARGO NO 

OT Hours 

171.99 

64.21 

P FERNANDiNA FL 

OT Hours 

296.46 

60.45 

P FERRY WA 

OT Hours 

20.60 

8.00 

P FORT FAIRFIELD ME 

OT Hours 

6,863.47 

2,185.26 

P FORT KENT ME 

OT Hours 

2,998.65 

740.09 

P FORT MYERS FL 

OT Hours 

1,564.44 

468.05 

P FORTUNA ND 

OT Hours 

602.38 

186.88 

P FREEPORT TX 

OT Hours 

318.61 

192.07 

P FREEPORT TX ARP 

OT Hours 

32.59 


P FRESNO CA 

OT Hours 

310.74 

236.38 

P FRIDAY HARBOR WA 

OT Hours 

1,242.96 

72.59 

P FRONTIER WA 

OT Hours 

2,126.95 

357.60 

P FRONT ROYAL VA 

OT Hours 


- 

P GEORGETOWN SC 

OT Hours 

- 

- 

P GLOUCESTER MA 

OT Hours 

293.54 

205.65 

P GRAND FORKS ND 

OT Hours 

- 

- 

P GRAND RAPIDS Ml 

OT Hours 

313.65 

82.68 

P GRD PORTAGE MN 

OT Hours 

2,653.36 

253.80 

P GREEN BAY W! 

OT Hours 

526.80 

192.33 

P GREENVILLE MS 

OT Hours 

- 


P GRAMERCY LA 

OT Hours 



P GRNVIL-SPRTNGB SC 

OT Hours 

238.19 

76.90 

■ P GRT FLLS MT 

OT Hours 

1,845.64 

387.92 

P GUAM 

OT Hours 

7,699.53 

2,687.30 

P GULFPORT MS 

OT Hours 

2,992.30 

1,035.05 

P HANNAH ND 

OT Hours 

324.47 

156.42 

P HANSBORO ND 

OT Hours 

720.62 

209.18 

P HARRISBURG PA 

OT Hours 

118.05 

46.22 

P HARTFORD CT 

OT Hours 

1,328.18 

323.48 

P HIDALGO TX 

OT Hours 

74,629.94 

33,980.73 

P HIGHGATE SPRINGS VT 

OT Hours 

15.545.32 

4,631.62 

P HONOLULU HI 

OT Hours 

29,411.98 

9,830.92 

P HOULTON ME 

OT Hours 

14,934.51 

4,489.19 

P HOUSTON/GALVESTON SEAPORT & P 
HOUSTON/GALVESTON TX (1 Port) 

OT Hours 

20,011.34 

9,717.12 


OT Hours 

81,264.64 

23,715.56 

P HUENEME CA 

OT Hours 

314.97 

77.43 

P HUNTSVILLE AL 

OT Hours 

482.74 

107.31 

P HURON Ml 

OT Hours 

28,286.57 

7,279.36 

P INDIANAPOLIS IN 

OT Hours 

1,234.10 

274.77 

P INTL FALLS-RANR MN 

OT Hours 

8,734.28 

1,220.60 

P JACKMAN ME 

OT Hours 

7,692.37 

1,873.94 

P JACKSONVILLE FL 

OT Hours 

7,836.78 

2,624.48 

P JFK ARP NY 

OT Hours 

362,340.32 

129,351.16 

P JUNEAU AK 

OT Hours 

1,384.09 

76.58 

P KAHULU! HI 

OT Hours 

849.47 

109.24 
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Location 

Hours Type ' 

2008 

2009 {Oct-Feb} 

P KANSAS CITY MO 

OT Hours 

1,696.50 

560.00 

P KETCHIKAN AK 

OT Hours 

2,531.80 

784.56 

P KEY WEST FI 

OT Hours 

2,310.01 

744.03 

P KNOXVILLE TN 

OT Hours 

52.00 

15.00 

P KODIAK AK 

OT Hours 


- 

P KONA-HILO H! (2 PORTS) 

OT Hours 

856.33 

482.76 

P LAKE CHARLES LA 

OT Hours 

845.86 

353.88 

P LA-LONG BEACH CA 

OT Hours 

152,342.24 

66,896.30 

P LAREDO TX 

OT Hours 

179,065.58 

67,547.34 

P LAWRENCE MA 

OT Hours 



P LAS VEGAS NV 

OT Hours 

1 1 ,746.82 

4,836.41 

P LAURIER WA 

OT Hours 

1 ,749.61 

281.96 

P LAX AIRPORT CA 

OT Hours 

247,780.19 

93,291.82 

P LEHIGH VALLEY PA 

OT Hours 

99.17 

24.54 

P LITTLE ROCK AR 

OT Hours 

75.55 

4.42 

P LOGAN ARP MA 

OT Hours 

19,254.03 

6,579.52 

P LONGVIEW WA 

OT Hours 

383.87 

135.15 

PLOS ANGELES CA 

OT Hours 

2,215.04 

75.52 

P LOUISVILLE KY 

OT Hours 

538.33 

53.04 

P LUBBOCK TX 

OT Hours 

1.91 


P LUKEVILLE AZ 

OT Hours 

7,280.06 

2,642.86 

P LYNDEN WA 

OT Hours 

8,179.07 

943.97 

P MADAWASKA ME 

OT Hours 

3,158.66 

872.09 

P MAIDA ND 

OT Hours 

577.75 

408.38 

P MANATEE FL 

OT Hours 

970.17 

68.96 

P MANITOWAC Wl 

OT Hours 



P MARINETTE Wl 

OT Hours 



P MASSENA NY 

OT Hours 

6,880.20 

2,456.87 

P MAYAGUEZ PR 

OT Hours 

10,466.08 

3,505.61 

P MEMPHIS TN 

OT Hours 

6,347.73 

2,343.20 

P METALINE FALLS WA 

OT Hours 

2,082.72 

574.03 

P MIAMI AIRPORT FL 

OT Hours 

285,995.34 

130,846.74 

P MIAMI SEAPORT FL 

OT Hours 

78,840.82 

33,155.30 

P MILWAUKEE Wl 

OT Hours 

2,593.24 

1,081.89 

P MINNEAPOLIS MN 

OT Hours 

18,882.61 

8,546.14 

P MOBILE AL 

OT Hours 

2,788.53 

954.73 

P MORGAN CITY LA 

OT Hours 

1 ,078.08 

505.83 

P MORGAN MT 

OT Hours 

887.19 

149.34 

P MUSKEGON Ml 

OT Hours 



P NACO AZ 

OT Hours 

6,266.04 

2,493.90 

P NASHVILLE TN 

OT Hours 

621.11 

172.25 

P NAWLWL-PT ALLN HI 

OT Hours 

33.62 

8.50 

P NEAH BAY WA 

OT Hours 

- 

- 

P NECHEND 

OT Hours 

777:73 

56.17 

P NEW BEDFORD MA 

OT Hours 

371.69 

277.70 

P NEW HAVEN CT 

OT Hours 

678.82 

268.83 

P NEW ORLEANS LA 

OT Hours 

9,786.39 

3,483.36 
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Location 

Hours Tvpe 

2008 

2009 (Oct- Feb) 

P NFW RIVER VA 

OT Hours 

16.72 


P NEWPORT NEWS VA 

OT Hours 

232.00 

21.08 

P NEWPORT OR 

OT Hours 

12.98 


P NEWPORT Ri 

OT Hours 

40.16 

. 

P NiGHTHAWK WA 

OT Hours 


- 

P NOGALES AZ 

OT Hours 

109,029.46 

46,538.44 

P NOME AK 

OT Hours 

59.38 

9.84 

P NOONAN ND 

OT Hours 

630.12 

102.44 

P NORFOLK VA 

OT Hours 

12,950.46 

4,199.80 

P NORTHGATE ND 

OT Hours 

626.35 

121.92 

P NORTON VT 

OT Hours 

3,877.65 

1,179.42 

P NY-NEWARK NJ 

OT Hours 

189,985.06 

49,235,77 

P OGDENSBURG NY 

OT Hours 

5,364.34 

1,354.32 

P OKLAHOMA CITY OK 

OT Hours 

269.13 

72.78 

P OLYMPIA BAY WA 

OT Hours 

- 

- 

P OMAHA NE 

OT Hours 

142.93 

57.25 

P OPHEIM MT 

OT Hours 

951.17 

191.50 

P ORLANDO FL 

OT Hours 

23,362.44 

9,323.09 ' 

P OROVILLE WA 

OT Hours 

11,688.17 

3,440.15 

P OSWEGO NY 

OT Hours 



P OTAY MESA CA 

OT Hours 

30,292.61 

12,553.22 

P OWENSBORO/EVANSVILLE IN 

OT Hours 

- 


P PANAMA CITY FL 

OT Hours 

363.86 

134.91 

, P PASCAGOULA MS 

OT Hours 

251.15 

182.01 

P PEMBINA ND 

OT Hours 

13,679.92 

3,986.91 

P PENSACOLA FL 

OT Hours 

74.89 

52.16 

P PEORIA IL 

OT Hours 

33.68 


P PERTH AMBOY NJ 

OT Hours 

551.86 

152.53 

P PHILADELPHIA PA 

OT Hours 

47,575.06 

17,135.34 

P PHOENIX AZ 

OT Hours 

12,175.58 

4,365.70 

P PIEGAN MT 

OT Hours 

1,964.52 

658.31 

P PINECREEK MN 

OT Hours 

39.61 

7.33 

P PITTSBURGH PA 

OT Hours 

1,563.32 

871.71 

P PLYMOUTH MA 

OT Hours 



P POINT ROBERTS WA 

OT Hours 

5,440.97 

1,471.62 

P PONCE PR 

OT Hours 

2,247.77 

758.49 

P PORT ANGELES WA 

OT Hours 

2,445.40 

663.16 

P PORT ARTHUR/BEAUMONT TX 

OT Hours 

1,150.33 

374.80 

P PORT CANAVER FL 

OT Hours 

7,313.31 

1,603.19 

P PORT EVERGLADES FL 

OT Hours 

76,349.62 

33,732.15 

P PORT HURON Ml 

OT Hours 


. 

P PORT LAVACA - POINT COMFORT TX 

OT Hours 



P PORT TOWNSEND WA 

OT Hours 

36.98 

- 

P PORTAL ND 

OT Hours 

9,789.54 

2,739.54 

P PORTHILL ID 

OT Hours 

1 ,901 .76 

599.93 

P PORTLAND ME 

OT Hours 

911.76 

236.02 

P PORTLAND OR 

OT Hours 

12,221.01 

3,508.24 
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location 

Hours Type 

2008 1 2009 (Ocl-Feb) 

P PORTSMOUTH NH 

OT Hours 

461.21 

151.28 

P PRESIDIO TX 

OT Hours 

19,118.75 

7,939.67 

P PROGRESSO TX 

OT Hours 

13,778.64 

6.096.44 

P PROVIDENCE Ri 

OT Hours 

1 ,569.38 

457.36 

P RACINE Wl 

OT Hours 

83.93 

56.00 

P RAYMOND MT 

OT Hours 

2,679.34 

295.10 

P RENO NV 

OT Hours 

108.83 

50.16 

P RICHFORD VT 

OT Hours 

11,406.15 

5,055.17 

P RIO GRANDE CTY TX 

OT Hours 

10,176.90 

3,586.43 

P RMND-PTRSBURG VA 

OT Hours 

939.90 

400.54 

P ROCHESTER NY 

OT Hours 

158.02 

39.22 

P ROCKFORD IL 

OT Hours 

362.07 

192.74 

P ROMA TX 

OT Hours 

16,445.83 

6,377.75 

P ROOSEVILLE MT 

OT Hours 

4,914.40 

2,153.97 

P ROSEAU MN 

OT Hours 

995.74 

222.75 

P SACRAMENTO CA 

OT Hours 

- 

- 

P SAG-BAY CTY-FLINT Ml 

OT Hours 

181.07 

24.39 

P SALT LAKE CTY UT 

OT Hours 

667.37 

435.57 

P SAN ANTONIO TX 

OT Hours 

967.66 

137.89 

P SAN DIEGO CA 

OT Hours 

10,130.27 

5,562.13 

P SAN FRANCISCO CA 

OT Hours 

146,237.38 

56,479.84 

P SAN JOSE CA 

OT Hours 

3.159.20 

1,394.98 

P SAN JUAN PR 

OT Hours 

90,604.62 

42,182.70 

P SAN LUIS AZ 

OT Hours 

47,402.12 


P SAN LUIS OBISPO CA 

OT Hours 



P SAN YSIDRO CA 

OT Hours 

256,525.14 

138,594.91 

P SANFORD FL 

OT Hours 

5,738.12 

1,803.24 

P SANTA TERESA NM 

OT Hours 

14,029.13 

6,223.37 

P SARLES ND 

OT Hours 

1,250.98 

nry 

P SASABE AZ 

OT Hours 

2,360.35 


P SAVANNA GA 

OT Hours 

12,015.60 

3,224.81 

P SCOBEY MT 

OT Hours 

1,528.08 

532.50 

P SEATTLE WA 

OT Hours 

82,595.92 

29,673.10 

P SHEBOYGAN 

OT Hours 


- 

P SHERWOOD ND 

OT Hours 

634.95 


P SHREVEPORT LA 

OT Hours 

128.91 

21.83 

P SIOUX FALLS SD 

OT Hours 

42.84 

13.75 

P SITKA AK 

OT Hours 

177.40 


P SKAGWAY AK 

OT Hours 

786.56 

336.31 

P SLT STE MARIE Ml 

OT Hours 

18,331.37 

4,869.35 

P SODUS POINT NY 

OT Hours 



P SPIRIT OF ST LOUIS MO 

OT Hours 

135.77 

63.86 

P SPOKANE WA 

OT Hours 

255.97 

67.72 

P SPRINGFIELD MA 

OT Hours 

188.04 

91.48 

P SPRINGFIELD MO 

OT Hours 

33.30 

10.00 

P ST ALBANS VT 

OT Hours 

4,184.97 

428.63 

P ST CROIX VI 

OT Hours 

- 

- 
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i oc ation 

Hours Tyne 

2008 

2039 fOci-Feb: 

P ST JOHN ND 

OT Hours 

799.91 

283.02 

P ST JOHN V! 

OT Hours 



P ST JOSEPH MO 

OT Hours 


- 

P ST LOUIS MO 

OT Hours 

7,437.02 

2,167.58 

P ST PETERSBURG FL 

OT Hours 

306.99 

- 

P ST THOMAS Vi 

OT Hours 


- 

P SUMAS WA 

OT Hours 

1 9,880.42 

5,748.93 

P SWEETGRASS MT 

OT Hours 

1 5,384.37 

5,006.25 

P SYRACUSE NY 

OT Hours 

516.05 

139.16 

P TACOMA WA 

OT Hours 

8,958.51 

1,528.18 

P TAMPA FL 

OT Hours 

15,781.98 

6,395,17 

PTECATE CA 

OT Hours 

17,124.53 

6,362.18 

P TOLEDO-SNDKY OH 

OT Hours 

1,334.97 

286.53 

P TRI-CiTiES TN 

OT Hours 

8.24 

8.75 

P TROUT RIV-CHAT-COV NY 

OT Hours 

5,199.31 

1,254.99 

P TUCSON AZ 

OT Hours 

3,079.26 

1,049.43 

P TULSA OK 

OT Hours 

158.88 

56.48 

P TURNER MT 

OT Hours 

923.60 

144.75 

P UTICA NY 

OT Hours 


- 

P VALDEZ AK 

OT Hours 

2.50 


P VAN BUREN ME 

OT Hours 

3,750.12 

938.20 

P VANCEBORO ME 

OT Hours 

2,126.55 

522.65 

P VICKSBURG MS 

OT Hours 

23.66 

1.42 

P WEST PALM BEACH FL 

OT Hours 

10,957.94 

3,998.32 

P WALHALLA ND 

OT Hours 

- 


P WARROAD MN 

OT Hours 

2,559.05 

404.69 

P WASHINGTON DC 

OT Hours 

66,393.59 

26,666.48 

P WESTHOPE ND 

OT Hours 

790.20 

294.58 

P WHITETAIL MT 

OT Hours 

686.04 

104.00 

P WHITLASH MT 

OT Hours 

450.09 

156.00 

P WICHITA KS 

OT Hours 

248.19 

81.14 

P WILKES BARRE-SCRANTON PA 

OT Hours 

4.86 

3.87 

P WILMINGTON NC 

OT Hours 

2,021.14 

715.54 

P WINSTON-SALEM NC 

OT Hours 

158.56 

86.61 

P WORCESTER MA 

OT Hours 

72.03 

12.42 

P WRANGELL AK 

OT Hours 

175.25 

14.00 

TOTAL 


4,850,994.43 

1,922,250.91 


Question: How many employees were hired noncompetitively by CBP in fiscal year 2008? 
ANSWER: In FY 2008, CBP hired 233 employees noncompetitively. 


Question: Please break out for fiscal years 2008-2010 actual and projected permanent hires, by position, who 
were initially hired under intern program such as FCIP. 



343 


ANSWER: Following is the break out of actual and projected permanent hires who were initially hired under 
intern programs for FY 2008-2010. 


Series 

2008 

20119 s 

Future EY 09 Hires 

FY 2010 Hires** 

A i ill i tor 

21 

26 



Border Patrol Agent 

4,362 

2,252 

2,246 

3,402 

CBP Agriculture Specialist 

299 

86 

200 

292 

CBP Officer 

,783 

1555 

1,600 

1,619 

CBP Technician 

1 




Intel Research Specialist 

11 

2 ' 

2 


Personnel Security Specialist 

7 

3 



HR Specialist 

11 

9 

16 


HR Assistant 

1 




Mission Support Specialist 

2 

5 



Mission Support Assistant 

1 




Management Program Analyst 

4 

1 



Budget Specialist 

8 




National Targeting Specialist 

1 

1 



Sector Enforcement Specialist 

2 

2 



Grand Total 

7,514 

3,942 




* As of March 14,2009 


Attrition hires only 


Question: Please provide the staffing and budget for the National Training Center at Harpers Ferry, West 
Virginia for fiscal years 2008-2010. 

ANSWER: Please see the following table. 




344 


Office of Training and Development 
Advanced Training Center 
FY08-FY10 Actual and Projected Budget 


FY 2008 



Staff Positions 


FY 2008 
Actuals 


51 


FY2009 


79 


FY2010 


81 


FY10 figures include a 3% increase in operating costs, anticpated full staffing levels and 


Question: Please provide staffing and budget for the El Paso and Front Royal Canine Enforcement training 
facility for fiscal years 2008-2010, and the estimated total funding and FTE for canine enforcement teams for 
the same period. 

ANSWER: Please see the following tables. 
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Office of Training and Development and Office of Border Patrol 
Canine Center El Paso and Border Patrol 
FY08-FY10 Actual and Projected Budget 

Canine Center El Paso Staff Positions 

FY 2008 



FY 2008 Actuals 


FY2009 


FY2010 

Actuals 

FY2009 

Staffing Costs 

$ 

2,905,495 

$ 

4,935,130 

$ 

5,083,184 

43 

60 

Operating Costs 

s 

5,255,558 

$ 

2,870,588 

$ 

2,956,706 



TOTAL 

$ 

8,161,053 

$ 

7,805,718 

$ 

8,039,890 



Training Delivery* 

$ 

3,390,760 

$ 

5,530,000 


$6,500,000 



GRAND TOTAL 

$ 

11,551,813 

$ 

13,335,718 

$ 

14,539,890 




FY 10 figures include a 3% increase in operating costs and anticipated full staffing 
* Training delivery for FYJO is anticipated to increase due to the facility expansion. 


Office of Border Patrol** 


Staff Positions 

FY 2008 


FY 2008 Actuals FY2009 FY2010 ... FY2009 





$3,500,000 

$4,100,000 | $4,5-$4.8M 

636 690 (cunent) 


730-750 (before 
end of FY09) 


FY2010 


60 


FY2010 


950-1000 


**The Canine Handler position within Border Patrol is a collateral duty and not an 
FTE; number shown is the number of teams. FY09 is an approximate number as it 
varies due to canine retirements and teams lost for various reasons throughout the 
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Office of Training and Development and Office of Field Operations 
Canine Center Front Royal and Field Operations 
FY08-FY10 Actual and Projected Budget 


Canine Center Front Royal Staff Positions 



FY 2008 
Actuals 

FY2009 

FY2010 

FY 2008 

Actuals f^ 2009 FY 2010 

Staffing Costs 

$ 4,107,688 

$ 3,982,318 

$ 4,101,788 

50 50 50 

Operating Costs 

$ 1,632,185 

$ 1,467,412 

$ 1,511,434 


TOTAL 

$ 5,739,873 

$ 5,449,730 

$ 5,613,222 


Training Delivery* 

$ 2,074,643 

$ 3,300,167 

$3,399,172 


GRAND TOTAL 

$ 7,814,516 

$ 8,749,897 

$ 9,012,394 



FYIO figures include a 3% increase in operating costs , anticipated full staffing levels and training. 
* Training delivery excludes the Ag Canine courses which are not held at CCFR. 


Office of Field Operations** 


FY 2008 
Actuals 


$93,400,000 


FY2009 


$101,800,000 


$ 


FY2010 


104,500,000 


Staff Positions 
FY 2008 

Actuals FY 2009 P™ 0 

623 623 623 


**679 = 62J canine teams (handler and dog) + 56 managers (K9 Trainers, SCBPOs, K9 Field Advisors) 

Contracts 

Question: Please provide a list of sole source contracts executed by CBP in 2008. Organize by contractor, 
purpose, dollar award, full performance value, contract start date, contract end date, and reason for sole-source. 

ANSWER: Please see the following table. 
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Question: Using your Cost Management Information System, please provide an estimate of the FY 2008 and 
2009 to date operational activity costs, the Statement of Net Cost, within the Border Security Inspections and 
Trade Facilitation at Ports of Entry PPA, the Border Security and Control Between the Ports of Entry PPA, as 
well as within other PPA categories if possible. 

ANSWER: See below. 


Statement of Net Cost 

October 2007 - Septembe r 20 08 Totals (No t Including Investigations) 




TOTAL ($) 

Border Security Inspections and Trade Facilitation at Ports of Entry (Note 1) 

$4,411,992,780.48 

Passenger Processing 

$2,267.985,05 1 .59 

Trade Compliance 

SI. 6 10.646.920.78 

Outbound 

S73.894.383, 97 

Anti-Terrorism 

$459,466,424.15 

Border Security and Control Between Ports of Entry (Note 2) 

$2,738,618,868.70 

Air and Marine Operations (Note 3) 

$320.1 13,786.74 

TOTAL 

$7,470,725,435.92 


Statement of Net Cost 

October 2008 - February 2009 Year-to-Date Totals (Not Including Inves tigations) 


. 

IOl ,1 ($) 

Border Security Inspections and Trade Facilitation at Ports of Entry (Note 1) 

$1,735,451,615.69 

Passenger Processing 

$911,647,378.36 

Trade Compliance 

$636,262,798.49 

Outbound 

$29,400,596.08 

Anti-Terrorism 

$178,140,842.75 

Border Security and Control Between Ports of Entry (Note 2) 

$1,093,799,948.32 

Air and Marine Operations (Note 3) 

$124,010,380.24 

TOTAL 

$2,953,261,944.25 


Notes to Financial Statement of Net Cost: U.S. Customs and Border Protection (CBP) is the unified border agency whose priority 
mission is the prevention of terrorism and terrorist weapons from entering the U.S. CBP is also responsible for administering the U.S. 
Trade Program and U.S. Narcotics Enforcement Program. CBP meets these responsibilities by: (1) enforcing the laws governing the 
flow of merchandise or commerce across the borders of the U.S., (2) assessing and collecting duties, taxes, and fees, on imported and 
other goods and services, and (3) enforcing drug-related and other laws and regulations of the U.S. on behalf of Federal agencies 
and/or in conjunction with various state, local, and oilier Federal agencies and foreign countries. In support of DHS Strategic Goals, 
CBP has organized the core processes to reflect the allocation of expenses in support of DHS Strategic Goal #1 : Continue to Protect 
Our Nation from Dangerous People. 

Note 1: Cost of processing passengers (Customs, Immigration, Agriculture and Land Border) 

Compliance and Non-Compliance 
Non-Intrusive Technology 
Contraband Enforce Team (CET) 

Identify & Targeting 
Anti terrorism 
Air Traffic Security Cost 
Travel Facilitation 
Seaport Security Cost 
Trade Rules Compliance 
Note 2: Enforcement 
Patrol 

Transportation Checks Development and Implementation of the Secure Border Initiative 
Note 3: Interdiction 

General Investigative Activities 

Intelligence 

Smuggling 
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Question: Has the Office of Field Operations completed the development of its border unification cross- 
training modules to provide function-specific port training? Can OFO now accurately measure the need for 
training and ensure the CBP officers (CBPOs) who need the training have received it? What is the status of the 
joint OFO-Office of Training and Development effort to examine the applicability of the newly instituted Post- 
Academy Training program for the Border Patrol and how it might be adapted for use within OFO? 

ANSWER: The Office of Field Operations (OFO) completed the development of its border unification cross- 
training modules in 2007. We continue to use those modules to train CBP officers throughout the United 
States. In 2009, OFO is working with Customs and Border Protection’s Office of Human Resources 
Management and Office of Training and Development (OTD) to complete a job task analysis of the CBP officer 
position. It is the first task analysis since the creation of CBP and it will be instrumental in the future 
development of training. 

Because of that study, OFO will work with OTD to create a comprehensive training program for CBP officers 
from hiring through advanced training. 

The Office of Field Operations (OFO) works in close coordination with the Office of Training and 
Development (OTD), as well as field managers, to identify training needs and ensure that CBP officers receive 
training in a timely manner. This includes doing a yearly call for training as well as quarterly solicitations for 
participants who need to attend training. 

We also continuously work with OTD and subject matter experts to complete needs assessments and task 
analysis to determine if the training our officers receive is correct and up to date. 

The Post- Academy Training program for the Border Patrol is being examined for use in the Office of Field 
Operations. The program allows for standardization of training throughout the Border Patrol. It also allows for 
centralized review and monitoring of required training. The system follows an intern for a significant amount 
of time. This would be beneficial to Field Operations to be able to state quantitatively that all CBP officers 
received the same Post Academy Training. 

OTD has during the critical task selection board identified through the use of the Scope and Sequence review of 
task identified where tasks should be taught. The scope and sequence matrix will suggest where tasks should be 
taught either in Pre, basic, or post-academy setting. 

The Office of Field Operations hopes to emulate Border Patrol’s system. While the content will be different 
from that taught to the Border Patrol, the automated system and the tracking and centralized review will be 
beneficial. The system will allow Field Operations to guarantee that all CBP officers are adequately trained and 
prepared to protect the United States. 


Electronic System for Travel Authorization (ESTA) 

Question: Please provide actual and projected funding and staffing for ESTA for FY09-10. 

ANSWER: Congress appropriated $36 million for the Electronic System for Travel Authorization (ESTA) in 
FY 2008, $25 million of which was used in FY 2008 for the development and deployment of ESTA. The 
balance, $1 1 million, is still available in FY 2009 and is being used to support the existing 24 positions, the 
contractor expense for application maintenance, the software licenses for ESTA infrastructure and the data 
center/network expenses for ESTA operations and disaster recovery at CBP’s National Data Center and the 
DHS data center in S tennis, MS. 



351 


In FY 2010, CBP is requesting $10 million for the continued support of the 24 positions, application 
maintenance, the software licenses and the infrastructure and the data center/network for ESTA operations and 
disaster recovery. 


Global Entry 


Question; Please describe the milestones and current timetable for Global Entry implementation, and funding 
and staffing required in FY 2009-10 for this program. 

ANSWER; Global Entry is currently operating as pilot program at seven locations: John F. Kennedy, Atlanta- 
Hartsfield, Washington Dulles, Los Angeles, Miami, Houston, and Chicago O’Hare International Airports. 
There are currently over 8,790 members enrolled and the kiosks have been used over 17,000 times. 

Detroit, Dallas, and Newark International Airports are scheduled to become operational in May 2009. 

Honolulu, Orlando, Seattle, San Francisco, Las Vegas, Oriando-Sanford, San Juan, Philadelphia, and Boston 
International Airports are all expected to be operational by August 2009. 

A Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (NPRM) is being finalized to make Global Entry a permanent program. 

Congress appropriated $10 million to expand the Global Entry program in FY 2009. In FY 2010, CBP is 
requesting $1.5 million for the continuing operations of this program. 

An agreement has been reached with the Netherlands to launch a bi-lateral pilot on April 23, 2009, which is part 
of CBP’s U.S./NL International Expedited Traveler Initiative (IET) 


Question: Currently, neither TSA’s Registered Traveler program nor Global Entry enrolls individuals in the 
other, even though the programs require applicants to provide virtually identical biographic and biometric data, 
and the programs are managed by sister agencies within DHS. Is DHS looking into enabling these to cross- 
enroll trusted travelers? 

ANSWER: Although there are some similarities in the application and enrollment process between the 
Transportation Security Administration’s (TSA’s) domestic Registered Traveler (RT) program and U.S. 
Customs and Border Protection’s (CBP) Global Entry program, there are also major differences between the 
two. TSA establishes security standards, provides oversight to the airports and air carriers who sponsor the 
Registered Traveler program and ensures compliance with these standards. Airports and air carriers are 
responsible for overseeing and monitoring vendor compliance with RT security standards. In addition, the 
biographic and biometric information collected by the vendors during the enrollment process is for RT card 
production and is not transmitted to TSA for review or determination of eligibility for participation. 

The Global Entry program is completely administered by CBP, requires the traveler submit to a law 
enforcement background and fingerprint check, and participate in an interview with a CBP officer to determine 
eligibility. CBP continues to evaluate the feasibility of a joint application process with the private vendors who 
administer the domestic Registered Traveler program. 


Admissibility Review Office (ARO) 
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Question; Please provide an update of the operation of the ARO in exercising discretion under the Immigration 
and Nationality Act, and the timetable to transition any decisionmaking authority (such as for National Security 
Entry Exit Registration System waivers) from field offices to the ARO. Has HQ ARO taken over NSEERS 
waiver adjudication responsibilities from the CBP field office network? 

ANSWER; By law there are certain international travelers who are inadmissible to the United States. There is 
also provision under law to temporarily waive most grounds of inadmissibility for these international travelers. 
Before the creation of DHS in 2003, the adjudication of temporary waivers was performed by the Immigration 
and Naturalization Service (INS) both abroad and domestically. 

In 2005, it was decided by U.S. Customs and Border Protection (CBP) and U.S. Citizenship and Immigration 
Services (CIS) that CBP would be responsible for the adjudication of most nonimmigrant temporary and 
permanent waivers. 

In March of 2005, CBP created a centralized operations center, the Admissibility Review Office (ARO), as a 
pilot program in Minneapolis, Minnesota. 

The ARO was established as a permanent office within CBP Headquarters Office of Admissibility and 
Passenger Programs (APP) - Office of Field Operations (OFO) in July of 2006, and transition of the 
adjudicative workload from the CBP field offices to the ARO began in earnest. 

In August of 2007, the workload transition of new waiver application filings from the CBP field to HQ OFO - 
ARO was realized. 

As of the second quarter of fiscal year 2009, all new and residual field applications are adjudicated by the ARO. 

Adjudication Process and Determination : The U.S. Government nonimmigrant waiver process has two 
different paths for the adjudication of nonimmigrant waivers of ineligibility. 

• ARO Consular Processing: The nonimmigrant who is inadmissible to the United States, and requires a 
visa, must apply in advance for a waiver at a U.S. Embassy or Consulate. The alien usually discusses 
the matter of a waiver when he/she meets with the Department of State (DOS) consular officer during 
the nonimmigrant visa application process. The consular officer can recommend that the CBP ARO 
authorize a waiver. The consular officer will clearly state the reasons for the recommendation to the 
ARO and transmit same electronically to the ARO for a final decision. 

In the past, this workload was adjudicated by INS staff stationed abroad at a U.S. Embassy or Consulate. 

• ARO Form 1-192, “Application for Advance Permission to Enter as a Nonimmigrant” Processing: The 
inadmissible non-immigrant who is already in possession of appropriate documents or granted a waiver 
thereof and is seeking admission applies for his/her waiver using the Form 1-192. In this scenario, the 
alien submits his application at a pre-clearance operation (PCO) or CBP northern border port-of-entry. 
The application is mailed by the CBP PCO or northern border port of entry to the ARO for further 
processing and a decision. 

In the past this workload was adjudicated by CBP field offices. (Please see above “background” section for 
timeline) 

Current Status : The field is currently better operationally situated to adjudicate NSEERS waiver requests. The 
reported average field adjudication time exceeds the current ARO projected average estimates. 

The ARO is operating at maximum adjudication capacity on its waiver of inadmissibility workload. 
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• Form 1-192 filings for the first quarter of Fiscal Year 2009 have increased 81 % from the First Quarter of 
Fiscal Year 2008. 

• This increase, in part, can be credited to enhanced law enforcement intelligence, data base content, ARO 
filing information on the CBP website and an improved awareness by the traveling public of CBP port 
of entry processing via public information campaigns, e.g.. Western Hemisphere Travel Initiative 
(WHTI). 

HQ ARO has not taken over the NSEERS waiver adjudication responsibilities from the CBP field office 
network. 

The INS field guidance issued on September 30 2002, by then INS Executive Associate Commissioner, Johnny 
N. Williams remains in effect. The guidance directed that the district directors had the authority to grant 
National Security Entry Exit Registration System (NSEERS) waivers to nonimmgrants who are frequent 
travelers seeking relief from the NSEERS registration process. 

Title 8 CFR 264.1 (f)(7) permitted the INS district directors the authority to grant NSEERS registration waivers 
to all or part of the registration requirements. Prior to granting a waiver the district director had to confirm that 
the NSEERS registration waiver applicant’s information had been registered in the ENFORCE database and 
that record checks had been properly vetted through the Foreign Terrorist Tracking Task Force (FTTTF) and 
other available local and national law enforcement indices. 

The NSEERS waiver adjudication responsibilities were transferred to the U.S. Customs and Border Protection 
(CBP) in March 2003. CBP policy changes issued on February 02, 2009, re-delegated the CBP 
Commissioner’s NSEERS exemption authority to GS-13 or higher port of entry managers to determine on a 
case-by-case basis whether NSEERS registration shall apply to certain nonimmgrants regardless of the criteria 
(nationality based criteria. Department of State lookouts, or established law enforcement criteria) that would 
subject a nonimmigrant to the registration process. 


Private Aircraft and Small Boat Initiatives 


Question: Please describe the status of efforts, timetables and key decision points (including regulatory action) 
for implementation of private aircraft and small boat initiatives, such as the Small Vessel Security Strategy, and 
any staffing and funding associated with these efforts in FY08 and projected or requested in FYs 200910. 

ANSWER: Please see the following information. 

Small Vessel Security Strategy 

To date, the majority of the Small Vessel Security accomplishments have been the result of dedicated personnel 
from across the Department working on projects as collateral duties. In creating and implementing the national 
and regional summits, 12 individuals worked an average of 6 hours per week for one and a half years (5,400 
estimated staff hours). In creating the DHS Small Vessel Security Strategy, 3 people were dedicated to the 
project full time (with others covering their normal duties) for six months, and another 20 people worked an 
average of three hours per week for four months (1,920 estimated staff hours). In developing the Small Vessel 
Security Strategy, so far one person has been dedicated full time to the project for eight months, with 20 people 
working approximately 20 hours per month (an estimated 4,480 staff hours). The Implementation Plan is 
estimated to require another one to two months of similar support. 

Private Aircraft 

CBP recently developed the Private Aircraft Final Rule, Advance Information on Private Aircraft Arriving and 
Departing the United States, and published the Final Rule on November 18, 2008. CBP is overseeing the 
implementation and enforcement of the requirements established by the Final Rule, which requires pilots of 
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private aircraft, or their designees, to transmit notice of arrival and/or departure and traveler manifest 
information electronically to CBP for each individual traveling onboard the aircraft no later than 60 minutes 
prior to departure from the United States or from a foreign location to the United States. The final rule went 
into effect on December 18, 2009, with full compliance required on May 18, 2009. There are no specific staff 
dedicated to this aspect of CBP’s oversight responsibilities for its Private Aircraft Program. CBP also has 
oversight for the enforcement of Private Aircraft regulations at its Preclearance sites in other countries in FY 
2009; CBP received $1.8 million in user fee funds Private Aircraft (General Aviation) Preclearance Operations 
in Aruba. The funding provides for four positions in support of Private Aircraft (General Aviation) and 
Preclearance Operations in Aruba. In addition, DHS is negotiating with Bermuda and the Bahamas to 
implement the preclearance of general aviation at existing preclearance locations. Finally, CBP has mandated 
one hundred percent scanning of general aviation aircraft (private aircraft) arriving from foreign locations with 
a Radioisotope Identification Device (RIID) for the presence of illicit radiological and nuclear materials since 
November 2007. On August 11, 2008, CBP issued a memorandum to all field offices, reminding the field 
offices of this policy. The oversight for this initiative is port management in the field. 


Model Port of Entry Program 

Question: The FY 2008 appropriation included $45 million to support the Model Port of Entry program with 
technology and an infusion of 200 additional CBP Officers at the top 20 international airports in this country, as 
called for by the 9/1 1 Commission Act. Where have these positions been deployed? 

ANSWER: Please see die following table. 


. f.<K-ajlon 

. Field Office / ' 

Environment 

08 Approp (Model Ports) 

Atlanta 

ATLANTA 

Air 

25 

Philadelphia 

BALTIMORE 

Air 

2 

Washington, DC Dulles 

BALTIMORE 

Air 

30 

Boston 

BOSTON 

Air 

5 

Chicago 

CHICAGO 

Air 

10 

Detroit (DTW Airport) 

DETROIT 

Air 

5 

Dallas/Ft. Worth 

HOUSTON 

Air 

2 

Houston 

HOUSTON 

Air 

8 

LAX, Los Angeles 

LOS ANGELES 

Air 

27 

Fort Lauderdale Airport 

MIAMI 

Air 

5 

Miami Airport 

MIAMI 

Air 

15 

Newark 

NEW YORK(PORT) 

Air 

15 

JFK Airport 

NEW YORK(PORT) 

Air 

25 

San Francisco 

SAN FRANCISCO 

Air 

10 

Honolulu (Airport) 

SAN FRANCISCO 

Air 

2 

San Juan Airport 

SAN JUAN 

Air 

2 

Seattle (SEATAC) 

SEATTLE 

Air 

2 

Sanford Airport 

TAMPA 

Air 

5 

Orlando Airport 

TAMPA 

Air 

5 

TOTAL OFO CBP Officers 



200 


Automation Modernization 
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Question: Please provide data on system availability for fiscal years 2008 and to date in fiscal year 2009, with 
annotation as appropriate as to the reason for any significant lapses in service or connectivity. 

ANSWER: The CBP Network Operations Center tracks Network Availability for the CBP Wide Area 
Network (WAN) on a monthly, quarterly and yearly basis. For FY 2008, CBP’s WAN had a 99.90% 
availability rate or 8.76 hours of downtime. For first and second quarters of FY 2009 (to present date), the 
availability rate is 99.77% or 20.15 hours of downtime. The increase in downtime for FY09 can be attributed to 
outages related to the late-2008 Hurricane Season. The CBP Office of Information and Technology holds a 
Daily Outage Briefing with the AC/OIT and Senior Managers from OIT to discuss major network, application 
and systems outages in an effort to quickly engage the proper levels of management from both the Government 
and the Vendor, to ensure the least amount of downtime. 


Construction 

Question: Please current project and planning detail by location, with project description (e.g., by the 
type/capacity and function of facility), intended use of FY09 funding, including the $420,000,000 provided in 
the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009. 

ANSWER: The American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009 (ARRA) provided CBP $420 million to> 
modernize CBP-owned land ports of entry. CBP will employ these, funds to modernize 43 land port facilities 
along the northern and southern borders through a series of major construction, repair and facility alteration 
projects. In accordance with Title VI of the ARRA, CBP will be submitting a consolidated spending plan that 
identifies the intended use of all $420 million in appropriated funds and describes the specific major 
construction projects and locations for each land port facility that CBP intends to modernize. 

CBP will be submitting a non- ARRA spend plan for the FY 2009 Construction Program, in accordance to 
' previous fiscal years. The spend plan will identify the use of $403,201,000 in appropriated funds, including 
major construction for Border Patrol and Air and Marine projects. 


Immigration Advisory Program (TAP) and Carrier Liaison Program (CLP) 

Question:. Please provide a description of planned activities (and locations) for the IAP and the CLP for FY 09 
and projected for FY10, to include a staffing/budget breakout for fiscal years 2008-10 (to include training, 
travel and equipment costs). 

ANS WER: Please see the following information. 

Immigration Advisory Program: In FY 2008, the Immigration Advisory Program was operational in 5 
locations (London, Amsterdam, Warsaw, Tokyo and Frankfurt). In FY 2009, IAP is operational in nine 
locations (London- Heathrow, Amsterdam, Warsaw, Tokyo, Frankfurt, Seoul, Madrid, London-Gatwick, and 
Manchester, UK) and plans to continue operations at those nine locations in FY 2010. The current budget of 
$6.6 million supports the operations at the existing 9 locations, including their travel, training, equipment and 
personnel costs. 



FY 2008 

FY 2009 

FY 2010 

Budget 

$6.6 M 

$6.6 million 

$6.7 million 

Temporary Duty 


28 


Permanent Staff 


10 
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Carrier Liaison Program: In the FY 2008 - FY 2010 time frame, the Carrier Liaison Program (CLP) has had 
and will continue to have 2 dedicated program managers at headquarters and 49 CLP officers in the field that 
conduct their duties collaterally to their other assigned responsibilities. 

The budget in FY 2008 for CLP, which includes, training, travel and equipment was $710,000. This funding 
was provided by the user fee account as mandated. The Illegal Immigration Reform and Immigrant 
Responsibility Act (IIRIRA) of 1996 defined the requirements for airline training and assistance and provided 
appropriations from the Immigration User Fee Account under Section 286(2)(A)(iv) of the INA. 

To date in fiscal year 2009, the Carrier Liaison Program (CLP) has provided training to airline industry 
personnel in Trinidad and Tobago, Costa Rica, United Arab Emirates, Qatar, Guatemala, Dominican Republic 
and South Africa. Trips for Egypt and Turkey are scheduled for April and May 2009. Projected FY 2009 
missions, pending user fee accounts funds, are Brazil, Bolivia, China, India, Ivory Coast, Jamaica, Singapore, 
Bangladesh, Nicaragua, Israel, Colombia, Ecuador, Philippines, Indonesia, Marshall Islands and Papua New 
Guinea. 

For FY 2009, $100,000 was transferred to CLP pending the funding from the Immigration User Fee Account as 
mandated to maintain the program. The total funding needed to maintain the program for the remainder of 
FY2009 is $462,830. This would fund the 16 missions listed above, including training, travel and equipment. 

Missions planned forFY 2010 are the Philippines, Indonesia, Costa Rica, United Arab Emirates, Qatar, 
Dominican Republic, South Africa, China, Kenya, India, Brazil, Cairo, Jamaica, Colombia, Argentina, Chile, 
Venezuela, Guyana, Panama, El Salvador, Belize, Honduras, Haiti, Russia and Mexico. The CLP does not have 
a dedicated line item in the Administration’s Congressional Budget and user fee collections that can be applied 
to the CLP in FY 2010 are not yet known, so a budget has not yet been developed for FY 2010. 


Freedom Of Information Act (FOIA) 

Question: In its recent report on FOIA system operation at DHS, GAO-09-260, the GAO pointed to several 
ways in which CBP could improve its tracking, reporting and resolution of FOIA requests. What is the status of 
staffing positions to handle FOIA requests for CBP: the current positions on-board, the targets for FY09 and 
FY2010, and associated funding? 

ANSWER: Please see the following information. 

• Current FOIA Staff on-board: 12 permanent, full-time employees 

• Selections in the process: 5 permanent, full-time selections in the process 

• Targets for FY09 and FY2010: 3 additional vacancies expected to be filled in FY09. 

• Target numbers for FY2010 remain at the FY09 level. 

Associated Funding: Associated Funding requirements do not apply as the number of FOIA positions is not 
expected to increase from FY09 to FY2010. Funding for FOIA positions is included in the Office of 
International Trade salaries budget. 


Question: What is the status of implementing a CBP-wide online status search for FOIA requests, and what 
needs to be done to get that capability in place? Similarly, what is the status of moving to electronic 
dissemination of reports, and actions or funding needed to accomplish that? 
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ANSWER: CBP does have a CBP-wide online status search for FOIA requests. The CBP FOIA Tracking 
system is used to assign tracking numbers to all FOIA requests received by CBP. The system is updated to 
indicate the status as FOIA requests make their way through their process. It also provides reporting 
capabilities to include an “aging” report. 

Please see the Department’s response to the GAO recommendation related to the electronic dissemination of 
reports. 

“Recommendation 3: Direct the Chief FOIA Officers at the Customs and Border Protection, Transportation 
Security Administration, United States Secret Service, and United States Coast Guard to consider establishing a 
policy of primarily disseminating records to requesters in an electronic format when large numbers of pages are 
involved. 

Essentially, GAO is recommending that DHS consider establishing such a DHS-wide policy and direct FOIA 
offices not already implementing such a policy at various components follow it; it is not recommending that 
individual components consider such action on their own and decide on their own whether or not to implement 
it. Obviously, DHS has and will continue to work with components on such matters, and we will work with 
components to assess the feasibility of implementing such a policy DHS-wide. We know that CBP’s already 
working diligently behind the scenes on making this a reality, as well as implementing various improvements to 
the FOIA program. Still, we want to make clear to GAO that we’re responding affirmatively from the 
Departmental level. It’s a small distinction, but an important one. 

We will be responding to the recommendation in question with the following language: “The Department 
concurs with this recommendation and plans to address provisions herein.” 
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QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD SUBMITTED BY 

THE HONORABLE CIRO D. RODRIGUEZ 


Jayson Ahern, Acting Commissioner, 

U.S. Customs and Border Protection 
David Aguilar, Chief, U.S. Border Patrol 
Secure Border Initiative and Control of the Land Border 


National Parks on Border 


Question: Since most fencing along the border is complete, does CBP expect traffic to increase in historically 
lower traffic, non-fenced areas of the border? In TX-23, the non fenced areas on the border include a large 
National Park (Big Bend) and a National Recreation Area (Amistad Lake) that has 825 miles of shoreline. What 
additional resources and what coordination with DOI will be initiated? 

ANSWER: CBP has identified 661 miles of southwest border where fence is a requirement to deter illicit 
cross-border incursions. Of the 661 miles, 607 miles of fence is already constructed along the southwest border. 
Most of the remaining mileage is under construction and will be complete this spring. Fence alone does not and 
cannot, in and of itself, provide effective control of the border. It does, however, deter and delay illicit cross- 
border incursions. This continuous and constant ability to deter or delay is what we refer to as “persistent 
impedance.” There are areas of the border where we have concluded that we must have persistent impedance in 
order to achieve effective control, because we must at least delay attempted illicit incursions. These delays buy 
time for our agents to respond. This is critical in areas near cities, for example, where illicit border crossers 
could blend into the population before we could interdict them. It is also critical in areas where vehicles could 
reach nearby roads faster than we could respond without persistent impedance. Because fence is used as a 
deterrent, we do expect traffic to increase in other areas, especially where the infrastructure on the south side of 
the border exists. The fence causes traffic to shift into more remote areas that do not allow for easy 
assimilation. The benefits of time and distance give agents the ability to strategize at the tactical level and 
determine the best plan of response. This element of response capability is a key part of the U.S. Border Patrol 
National Strategy. 

Over the past year. Borderlands Management Task Forces have been initiated within Texas. The USBP and the 
affected land managers meet quarterly to discuss and plan to meet challenges in these areas. Effective dialogue 
regularly takes place and complements the pre-existing relationship that USBP and DOI have enjoyed over the 
years (case in point - the Lake Amistad Task Force). The recent implementation of the Radio MOU between 
the USBP and DOI assists with communication on a 24hr/day basis. Currently a plan is underway for co- 
location of USBP and NPS in the Big Bend area. 

The Border Patrol continues to coordinate with its DOI partners on public lands such as Big Bend National Park 
and Lake Amistad. Lake Amistad, located in the Del Rio, Texas Border Patrol Sector, has been a focus of effort 
for both DOI and Border Patrol enforcement operations. Due to the lack of natural or man-made barriers this 
area is used by smugglers of narcotics and people. In response to the activity on the lake, additional agent 
resources have been deployed through the Lake Task Force (LTF). The Del Rio Sector is working with DOI to 
explore the viability of constructing a joint operations center that will focus on the illegal activity and cross- 
border incursions that are occurring on Lake Amistad. 

On January 6, 2008, National Park Service (NPS) called over the Border Patrol service radio requesting the 
assistance of Border Patrol Lake Task Force Agents to respond to a report of an overturned vessel and subjects 
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in the water at Lake Amistad. The boaters were treated for hypothermia at the scene. None required further 
treatment due to the fast response of the Border Patrol agents and the teamwork that was enhanced by good 
communications between agencies. Although this scenario is not an example of joint interdiction, the strong 
working relationships provide a foundation for joint operations of all types. 

The Big Bend National Park is patrolled by agents of the Marfa, Texas Sector. These agents live and work 
closely with DOI enforcement assets in the area. CBP is currently working with DOI to facilitate the 
construction of a joint operations center and consolidated housing. DOI has the lead on this effort, but they 
have been gracious enough to include the Border Patrol in their design planning. The addition of infrastructure 
and housing in the area will allow for the expansion of border enforcement assets assigned to the greater Big 
Bend area. 

In both areas of concern, the U.S. Border Patrol has a very good working relationship with the Department of 
Interior. There are ongoing efforts to ensure unity of operations in these areas between DOI and the Border 
Patrol. 


Ports of Entry 


Question: Along the 785 miles of border in TX-23, there are 7 Ports of Entry. Between Presidio POE and 
Amistad POE there is no border crossing or POE. That is roughly 400 miles of border without a crossing. Is the 
Department concerned about its presence (or lack there of) in those area and would DHS support some of the 
local efforts to reopen defunct bridges and informal crossings such as Lajitas or La Linda? 

ANSWER: No, this area is patrolled by the Presidio Station, Big Bend Sub-Station, and Sanderson Station 
(Marfa Sector Border Patrol) and the Comstock Station (Del Rio Sector) and Del Rio Sector Lake Task Force. 
Presidio Station has 44 agents. Big Bend Sub-Station has 2 agents and Sanderson Station has 48 agents. There 
is no tactical infrastructure (fence) and the agents primarily perform line watch and checkpoint operations. 
Comstock has 135 agents that operate three shifts and perform linewatch operations. The Del Rio Sector Lake 
Task Force has 24 agents that operate three shifts and perform marine operations to include augmenting land 
based operations which encompass the Lake Amistad National Recreation Area. 

The La Linda, TX crossing, in addition to the Boquillos, Santa Elena and Lajitas international crossings, was closed 
by the United States Congress, as part of an effort to improve the security of our homeland. 

Based upon the anticipated volume of traffic and the lack of facilities present at La Linda, U.S. Customs and 
Border Protection does not have any plans to re-open this international crossing. 

Should private entities seek to re-open a border crossing, it will require the support of their congressional 
representatives and a presidential permit, which is an extensive process. 


Environmental Mitigation 

Question: As you know this Subcommittee recommended up to $50 million for initial mitigation measures to 
begin offsetting the impacts of some of the pedestrian and vehicle fences on threatened and endangered species. 
Although you have begun these efforts, how do you know with a high degree of confidence that the measures 
you have taken or plan to take will be adequate to offset those impacts? Have you reached agreement with DOI 
on establishing a comprehensive, science-based monitoring program to validate and quantify both impacts and 
the effectiveness of mitigation measures? If not, why not? 
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ANSWER: Within the past few months, CBP completed a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) with the 
Department of the Interior (DO I) regarding mitigations for fence projects along the entire Southwest border. 
Under this agreement, CBP will provide funding up to $50 million to DOI over the next few years for projects 
to mitigate unavoidable impacts. In addition, CBP continues to work closely with the DOI and the U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service (USFWS) to preserve land and habitat along the border including developing a 
comprehensive environmental monitoring program to evaluate the effects of border security systems and 
operations. In June, DOI will provide CBP a list of recommended mitigation projects for the initial $10M 
installment for FY 2009. DOI intends to then seek public comment on this list of projects. Over the next few 
years, DOI and CBP will continually review and update the mitigation project list. Through this process, the 
most important/highest value projects will be implemented based on DOI expertise and priorities. In addition, 
DOI and CBP are planning a comprehensive environmental monitoring program along the border that will yield 
scientifically sound data on the effects of border security operations (positive and negative) along the border. 

CBP and the DOI are cooperators in the development and implementation of a monitoring plan to assess the 
environmental effects of actions taken to secure the international border between the United States and Mexico. 
The objective of the monitoring plan is to quantify both positive and negative effects of border infrastructure 
and operations on the natural and cultural resources along the border. Last fall, CBP and DOI drafted general 
guiding principles for the development of the protocol for a large scale environmental monitoring program. 

CBP will fund DOI during FY 2009 to develop the protocol. It is estimated that such a program would occur 
over several years. 


Environmental Mitigation 

Question: Most of your Department’s environmental stewardship activities have been associated with the 
construction of border security fences and high technology towers. Some suggest an area of equal concern may 
be the negative impact of your border security operations upon both cultural and natural resources. What are 
your plans to avoid, minimize, and if necessary mitigate for the adverse environmental consequences of your 
operations? How will you monitor those impacts over time? Do you plan on establishing a recurring budget 
request for the annual cost of a fully-developed monitoring and mitigation program? 

ANSWER: The U.S. Border Patrol carries out its operations with a commitment to responsible environmental 
stewardship. Furthermore, the outcomes of our enforcement activities often have a positive impact on the 
environment through protecting habitat, reducing foot traffic and debris on sensitive ecosystems, and preventing 
or apprehending illegal cross-border vehicle traffic. From this perspective, Border Patrol activities function to 
minimize adverse environmental consequences while protecting the nation from a multitude of threats. In 
addition, as discussed below, the Border Patrol has a number of ways in which it can address potentially 
negative impacts associated with operational activities. 

As with our approach to tactical infrastructure projects, the U.S. Border Patrol carries out its operations with a 
commitment to responsible environmental stewardship. Furthermore, the outcomes of our enforcement 
activities often have a positive impact on the environment through protecting habitat, reducing foot traffic and 
debris on sensitive ecosystems, and preventing or apprehending illegal cross-border vehicle traffic. From this 
perspective. Border Patrol activities function to minimize adverse environmental consequences while protecting 
the nation from a multitude of threats. 

In addition, the Border Patrol actively engages in carrying out a 2006 Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) 
signed by DHS, USDA and DOI. The MOU delineates our avoidance and minimization efforts, including 
movement of vehicles in sensitive areas. 

Throughout the process of planning and constructing the fence, CBP has continued to work closely with 
stakeholders to address concerns. Over the course of planning the fence construction across the southern 
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border, CBP developed 8 formal Environmental Assessments under the National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA) and an additional 19 Environmental Stewardship Plans (ESPs) to thoroughly evaluate the potential 
impacts to natural and cultural resources and to develop Best Management Practices (BMPs) to avoid or 
mitigate any potential negative impacts. 

CBP prepared and presented for public comment the draft Environmental Assessments/Environmental Impact 
Statement for all segments along the Texas border. We held public open house meetings for the public in 
Brownsville, McAllen, Rio Grande City, Marfa, Del Rio and El Paso between December, 2007, and February, 
2008. We received many comments from the public and carefully considered these in our planning efforts. 
These comments are documented and addressed in the Environmental Stewardship Plans posted on the 
BorderFencePlaxming.com website. 

As a result of these extensive outreach efforts, CBP made numerous changes to the fence style and alignment to 
accommodate stakeholder concerns as much as possible. As an example, CBP modified the fence design along 
several miles of fence east of El Paso to allow for openings for small animal passage. We also designed and 
incorporated special animal passages in the fence within the lower Rio Grande Valley to allow passage of 
endangered ocelot and jaguarondi. The passages were located in specific locations as recommended by the US 
Fish and Wildlife Service where these cats were most likely to use the north-south movement. Likewise, we 
excluded passages in more urban areas to help protect the riparian areas along the river from feral cats and dogs 
that would potentially threaten these endangered cats. 

In August, 2007, CBP formally requested consultation with the Department of the Interior (DOI) U.S, Fish and 
Wildlife Service (USFWS) regarding the construction of pedestrian fence along the U.S. - Mexico border, and 
the potential impact it could have on the jaguar. Based on the USFWS' Biological Opinion, it was determined 
that there would be potentially negative impact to the jaguar resulting from the construction of pedestrian fence, 
but the severity of the impact on the jaguar's migratory pattern is not clear given the limited number of the 
individuals within the United States. 

The fence along the border is not contiguous and consists of numerous, relatively short segments. The majority 
of the fence segments constructed is vehicle fence located in more rural areas that does not restrict large animal 
movement. Pedestrian fence is necessary to provide the required deterrent of illegal cross-border activity and is 
generally located in more urban areas where it is unlikely that jaguar or other larger animal movement would 
occur. We believe the fence has already had a significant effect in reducing illicit traffic across the border, thus 
actually protecting land and habitat across the region 

Finally, in early 2009, CBP completed a Memorandum of Agreement (MO A) with the DOI regarding 
mitigations for fence projects along the entire Southwest border. Under this agreement, CBP will provide 
funding up to $50 million to DOI over the next few years to projects to mitigate unavoidable impacts. In 
addition, CBP continues to work closely with the DOI and the USFWS to preserve land and habitat along the 
border including developing a comprehensive environmental monitoring program to evaluate the effects of 
border security systems and operations. These efforts will help in minimizing impacts to jaguars and ocelots 
and their habitats, and assist in improving the species’ status in the area along the U.S. -Mexico border 

DOI and CBP are planning a comprehensive environmental monitoring program along the border that will yield 
scientifically sound data on the effects of border security operations (positive and negative) along the border. 
CBP will be funding DOI in FY09 to develop the protocol for the program. It is expected that this monitoring 
program would then occur over the next few years. 

As discussed above, CBP and DOI are developing a long term environmental monitoring program to assess the 
effects of border security activities. Once this plan is developed, CBP will be seeking funding. In addition, 
CBP will evaluate the results of this monitoring to determine what, if any, funding for mitigation may be 
necessary/appropriate in the future. 
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QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD SUBMITTED BY 

THE HONORABLE SAM FARR 


Jayson Ahern, Acting Commissioner, 

U.S. Customs and Border Protection 
David Aguilar, Chief, U.S. Border Patrol 
Mark Borkowski, Executive Director, Strategic Border Initiative 

Secure Border Initiative and Control of the Land Border 


Southwest Border vs. Northern Border 


You testified that approximately 700 miles of the border is under “effective control”, and that about 625 miles 
of that is on the SW border with Mexico. 

Question: What criteria do you use to determine that an area of the border is under effective control? Will you 
submit that criteria to the committee? 

ANSWER: Since 2004, the Border Patrol has used a very complex, analytical process to determine the level of 
border security. It involves the analysis of operational data, available resources, third party indicators, and the 
experience and professional expertise of the Border Patrol's senior field managers. 

Operational Data. The Border Patrol uses a variety of operational data to determine the current level of border 
security. The data includes: 

• sensor activations 

• known entries 

• agent observations 

• apprehensions 

• narcotic seizures 

• border rescues and deaths 

• assaults on agents, etc. 

The data is examined closely. When reviewing apprehensions, considerations include: 

• the country of citizenship of the illegal aliens 

• the location of activity 

• smuggling fees 

• method of entry (foot or vehicle) 

• violence associated with the apprehensions 

• the size of the groups or smuggling loads involved 

• the time and day of the activity 


Narcotics seizures are analyzed in terms of the amount of narcotics involved in each seizure, the types of 
narcotics seized, and whether there were weapons involved. The analysis also includes reviews of sector 
intelligence reports and interviews of apprehended aliens and smugglers. 
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Available Resources. An evaluation of the resources available is also utilized in determining levels of effective 
control. Resources are assessed to determine whether available staffing levels are sufficient to deter illegal 
entries, adequately secure known smuggling routes, and respond to agent observations and sensor activations. 
This evaluation also includes the effectiveness of the available technology (sensors, night vision scopes, 
cameras, etc.) and their effectiveness at detecting and deterring entries. The impact of existing tactical 
infrastructure and its role in facilitating deterrence or interdictions is also factored into this evaluation 

Other indicators. Other indicators within the station's AOR are considered including: 

• intelligence reports concerning the political/economic/social climate of the region on the other side of 
the border and the existence of alien smuggling operations 

• the volume of litter along known or new smuggling routes 

• abandoned vehicles 

• caches of narcotics 

• breached fences 

• the volume or "freshness” of footprints or vehicle tracks along known or new smuggling routes 

• the activities at checkpoints in other AORs at which illegal aliens or narcotics entering through the AOR 
were apprehended or seized 

The analysis of operational data is then supplemented with the analysis of third party indicators. Examples of 
third party indicators include: 

• local crime rates (vandalism, vehicle thefts, burglaries, assaults) 

• hospital emergency room records concerning injured illegal aliens 

• media reports 

• information received from local police departments 

• complaints from ranchers regarding missing livestock and damaged fences 

• complaints from farmers about damaged crops 

• traffic accidents involving illegal aliens 

• citizen complaints 

• abandoned vehicles or vessels found in remote areas 

• complaints from Forest Service, Park Service, Bureau of Land Management, tribal officials, etc., 
concerning fires, litter, and desecration of protected areas involving illegal alien activity 

Experience and Professional Expertise of Sector Chiefs. The compilation of the above data is then coupled with 
the experience and expertise of the Border Patrol agents and their knowledge of the AOR to determine the level 
of border security. 

Strategic definitions of effective control are assessed using the following criteria: 

Effective Control: Situational Awareness is High and the Ability to Respond is High 

• Probability of detection is high 

• Ability to identify and classify entries is high 

• The U.S. Border Patrol’s ability to consistently respond to entries and resolve events is high 

• These miles are usually located in urban or high risk areas. 

Initial Control Capabilities Established: The ability to identify and classify entries is high; however, the ability 
to respond is defined by accessibility to the area and/or availability of resources. 

• Probability of detection is high 

• Ability to identify and classify entries is high 

• The Border Patrol's ability to consistently respond to entries and resolve events may be limited due to a 
lack of resources (staff, technology or accessibility due to terrain.) 
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• These miles are usually located in less urban areas. 

Less Monitored: Situation Awareness is Low; the ability to respond is defined by accessibility to the area and/or 
availability of resources. 

• Ability to conduct any of the four steps (detect, identify/classify, respond or resolve) may be limited due 
to remoteness, terrain, lack of resources, etc. 

• These miles are often located in less accessible rural or remote areas. 

Remote/Low Activity: Situation Awareness is Low; the ability to respond is defined by accessibility to the area 
and/or availability of resources. 


It has been well documented that the terrorists who created the attacks of September 1 1, 2001 came to this 
country through Canada rather than through Mexico. Knowing that the biggest attack on American soil came 
from the north, I am disappointed that CBP still focuses more of its resources on the SW border. 

Question: What is the cost per mile for “securing” the SW Border? 

ANSWER: The sheer volume of illegal entrants and illegal activity along the Southwest border dictates 
intensive resource application in areas at or near the immediate border in order to gain and maintain effective 
control. Accordingly, CBP’s strategic approach for securing the Southwest border requires investments in the 
appropriate mix of personnel, infrastructure, and technology. Historically, the heaviest volume of illegal traffic 
has gravitated to built-up areas such as cities where illegal entrants can quickly blend into the population or 
infrastructure if they are not apprehended right away. As CBP has gained effective control in urban areas 
however, traffic has increasingly migrated into rural and even remote areas. Hence, while traffic patterns have 
changed over time, the need to continue employing appreciable amounts of personnel, technology and 
infrastructure to areas at or near large segments of the Southwest border continues. 


Question: What is the cost per mile for “securing” the Northern Border? 

ANSWER: It is important to recognize that the operating environment on the northern border varies from that 
on the Southwest border and requires a different approach to security. Because of its length, diverse 
topography, seasonal variations in terrain, dense foliage, and a combination of cultural, social and political 
factors, the northern border presents a myriad of challenges to those charged with securing it without unduly 
impeding the flow of legitimate people and trade. While the volume of illegal traffic is lower than that on the 
Southern Border, there are residents on both sides of our northern border with suspected ties to terrorist 
organizations. Accordingly, CBP’s strategic approach for securing the northern border leverages intelligence 
and information sharing capabilities as well as developing partnerships with other federal, state, local, and tribal 
law enforcement agencies. 


Question: Please tell us how much money your agency spends on the SW Border versus the Northern Border? 
Why such a disparity? 

ANSWER: CBP is committed to securing the entire U.S. border. Although the amount of funding spent on the 
Southwest border is higher than CBP’s spending on the northern border, this does not indicate that CBP is more 
committed to securing one over the other. In order to be effective, CBP must operate in accordance to the threat 
and the operating environment. While it makes sense to have more tactical infrastructure and boots on the 
ground on the Southwest border due to its close proximity to large population centers, that approach is not as 
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effective as intelligence and partnerships on the northern border where border activity is low and CBP faces 
different threats. 

Since the events of September 11, 2001, the Southwest border has assumed an even greater significance to 
national security. The border provides a nexus point where three transnational threats converge: drug 
trafficking, alien smuggling, and terrorism. The most common threats in the Southwest border region continue 
to be contraband smuggling and human trafficking. In addition to the 33 legitimate crossing points, the border 
includes hundreds of miles of open desert, rugged mountains, the Rio Grande River, and the associated coastal 
waters, providing an ideal environment for cross-border criminal activity. Drug and human traffickers exploit 
the border in two directions, smuggling drugs and people from Mexico into the United States and moving 
billions of dollars in currency and weapons from the United States back into Mexico. Smuggling and the 
potential exploitation of smuggling techniques by terrorists present a significant national security vulnerability 
that CBP, along with its wide range of partners, has been working diligently to address. There are three primary 
smuggling corridors: South Texas corridor; West Texas/New Mexico corridor; and Califomia/Arizona corridor. 
These corridors are largely dictated by transportation routes, geography, and population centers. More than 
ninety percent of the one million plus annual arrests that the Border Patrol makes occur along the U.S.-Mexico 
border within these smuggling corridors. 

While the majority of these aliens as “economic migrants,” an ever-present threat exists from the potential for 
terrorists to employ the same smuggling and transportation networks, infrastructure, drop houses, and other 
support and then use these masses of illegal aliens as “cover” for a successful cross-border penetration. Past 
experience has shown that a balanced mix of personnel, technology, and border infrastructure, such as roads, 
lights, fencing and facilities, are critical to expanding control over the Southern Border. 

The northern border operating environment differs significantly from the Southwest border and requires a 
specialized law enforcement approach. Along the immediate border area, the terrain is comprised primarily of 
sparsely populated federal, state, and tribal lands. It ranges from densely forested lands on the west and east 
coasts to open plains in the middle of the country. There are several major Canadian cities in proximity to the 
U.S. border. Historically, these cities, as well as the northern border in general, have yielded significantly lower 
numbers of illegal incursions relative to the Southwest border. Although border activity is low, the threat is 
high, making intelligence the most effective tool in securing the northern border. Improving information 
sharing and analysis enables agencies to focus its resources on the most important threats. Information sharing 
across all levels of government is critical to detecting and responding to threats along the northern border. 

Establishing and maintaining partnerships with all levels of government, both domestically and internationally, 
becomes critical in securing the northern border. It is very common for CBP Border Patrol Agents to 
coordinate operations or share information with the local sheriff and with Canadian authorities. These kinds of 
relationships enable both parties to share limited resources and better respond to threats along the northern 
border. Identifying, establishing, and enhancing or expanding beneficial partnerships improves CBP’s ability to 
enforce agriculture, customs, immigration and other federally enforced laws and regulations. 
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QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD SUBMITTED BY 
THE HONORABLE HAROLD ROGERS 


Jayson Ahern, Acting Commissioner, 

U.S. Customs and Border Protection 
David Aguilar, Chief, U.S. Border Patrol 
Mark Borkowski, Executive Director, Secure Border Initiative 
Secure Border Initiative and Control of the Land Border 


SBInet 

Question; Please provide a detailed description of SBInet Block 1; a complete timeline for Block I 
implementation, operation, and evaluation, subdivided by the Tucson-1 and Ajo-1 segments; and a detailed 
description of the criteria CBP will use to evaluate the Block- 1 configuration and decide whether or not the 
configuration will be accepted and deployed to other locations along the border. 

ANSWER: SB Inez Block 1 represents the first phase of the S Bluer system. Block 1 includes towers with a 
suite of integrated sensors: day and night cameras, radars, and unattended ground sensors, and a 
communications package. It also includes an initial version of our Common Operating Picture, which is the 
system that integrates the sensors, and displays the results at a command center. 

Block 1 is an end-to-end system (hardware, software, and communications) that incorporates user requirements, 
lessons learned from P-28, and site characterization and planning. The TUS-1 and AJO-1 projects in Arizona 
will be the first operational deployments of the SBIner Block 1 system. 

SBI completed initial Systems Qualification Testing of the Block 1 system, which is the basis for beginning 
Tucson- 1 deployment. Pending conclusion of engineering analysis on resolved deficiencies, CBP will conduct 
initial deployment of SBInet Block 1 through the remainder of CY 2009. 

The Tucson- 1 deployment is projected to begin in April 2009, and complete in mid-fall 2009. At that time, the 
SBInet team will turn the system over to the Border Patrol for operational testing and further evalnation 

AJO-1 deployment is scheduled to begin the fourth quarter of FY 2009 and completed in the second quarter of 
FY 2010. 

The initial deployments to TUS-1 and AJO-1 will confirm system adequacy. At the conclusion of the 
operational test period, estimated to be late 2009/early 2010, SBI will return to DHS for approval to deploy 
beyond TUS-1 and AJO-1. Upon approval, CBP will begin fielding SBInet technology to other areas in the 
Tucson Sector. The SBInet Block 1 system is ultimately planned for deployment through Arizona by 2011 or 
2012, depending on available funding. 

CBP has established performance metrics and parameters for the SBInet technology solution, such as 
probability of detection, probability of identification, and operational availability. These operational and system 
performance parameters, which are reflected in the following table, will be used to evaluate the Block- 1 system. 
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______ mam 

Probability of Detection 

Threshold** - 70% 

Objective** - 85% 

Probability of Identification 

Threshold - 70% 

Objective - 85% 

Operational Availability 

Threshold - 85% 

Objective - 95% 


* Does not include all components of end-state solution for SBInet deployment to southwest border, e.g. air and marine assets. 
** Threshold = minimum acceptable value; objective = target value 


The evaluation of the performance parameters will be conducted during Operational Test and Evaluation 
(OT&E) of the Tucson-1 deploymeut in the October to December 2009 timeframe. OT&E determines whether 
the system is operationally effective and suitable against the approved Key Performance Parameters in a CBP 
operational environment. OT&E will be executed by the US Army Independent Test and Evaluation (IT&E) 
team as the agent for the user community (CBP and Office of Border Patrol) and in coordination with the DHS 
Test & Evaluation and Standards team. The detailed OT&E test plan to include the pass/fail criteria are under 
development and will be completed by late summer 2009. 

Higher performance results are expected to be achieved at the end of full deployment along the Southwest 
border, when the full range of technologies planned for the end-state solution are taken into account, e.g. ground 
based radars, cameras, air and marine assets. Because technology capabilities vary among individual 
deployments, each Block deployment’s performance metrics are tailored to its own unique circumstances. 




Tuesday, March 10, 2009. 


DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND SECURITY RESPONSE TO 
VIOLENCE ON THE BORDER WITH MEXICO 

WITNESSES 

MARK KOUMANS, DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY, OFFICE OF INTER- 
NATIONAL AFFAIRS, DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND SECURITY 

MARCY FORMAN, DIRECTOR, OFFICE OF INVESTIGATIONS, U.S. IMMI- 
GRATION AND CUSTOMS ENFORCEMENT, DEPARTMENT OF HOME- 
LAND SECURITY 

JAYSON P. AHERN, ACTING COMMISSIONER, U.S. CUSTOMS AND BOR- 
DER PROTECTION 

DAVID AGUILAR, CHIEF, U.S. BORDER PATROL, U.S. CUSTOMS AND 
BORDER PROTECTION 

Opening Statement by Mr. Price 

Mr. Price. We are going to move directly to consideration of the 
violence on the border with Mexico and the U.S. Response hearing. 

With over 6,000 dead in 2008, and with over 1,000 dead in Janu- 
ary of 2009 alone, the violent clash of drug cartels in Mexico has 
caught the attention of many of us in Congress, and it certainly 
has caught the attention of Americans, especially those living near 
the border. 

Mexico has sent its military to its border region and has assumed 
control of police in hotspots like Ciudad Juarez. As Secretary 
Napolitano testified last week, the situation deserves our utmost 
attention. 

And we need to put this in perspective. We are not talking about 
anything like the raids of Pancho Villa during the Mexican Revolu- 
tion, nor are these fears of mass migrations northward necessarily 
justified. But while Mexican President Calderon has dismissed re- 
ports that Mexico is at risk of becoming a failed state, nonetheless, 
concern is rising about the impact of the violence on the region and 
beyond. 

The U.S. is providing the assistance to Mexico through the 
Merida Initiative, and Chairman Lowey is holding a hearing on 
that initiative this very morning. Defense Secretary Gates has of- 
fered to provide additional assistance to Mexico, Texas Governor 
Perry has asked for Federal troops to provide immediate relief for 
his State, the State Department has warned U.S. travelers to stay 
away, and the Attorney General has promised to destroy the car- 
tels. Secretary Napolitano has testified that she has asked the Na- 
tional Security Adviser, Attorney General and State and local law 
enforcement to review ways to help the Mexican Government stop 
the flow of guns and cash to the cartels and to identify areas where 
more resources may be needed. 


( 369 ) 
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Now, there have been reports of contract killings and high-profile 
kidnapping in the U.S., as we have already heard this morning. 
There also are some statistics on the other side, statistics that 
show decline in such violence in border communities such as El 
Paso and Phoenix even, which is often cited as a hotbed for such 
activity. 

It appears thus far that the violence is not yet systematically 
spilling over, as some have alleged. The violence has so far been 
limited largely to Mexico, but that doesn’t mean it is not a matter 
of grave U.S. concern, and we want our witnesses today to help us 
understand why Mexican violence threatens the homeland security 
of the United States. And our assumption is that we are not just 
talking about violence spilling over. We are talking about what is 
going on in Mexico itself and how that affects our ability to coordi- 
nate, to collaborate with the Mexican Government in dealing with 
a whole array of border issues. 

I would think we shouldn’t frame this issue too narrowly, simply 
asking if it is spilling over into U.S. communities. There are much 
broader implications for the Mexican Government’s control of its 
own territory and of our government’s ability to coordinate and col- 
laborate with the Mexican Government effectively in addressing a 
whole range of issues. So I would hope we could adopt that broader 
perspective. 

Unfortunately, we have also heard this morning the U.S. plays 
some role in fueling the violence by its huge demands for illegal 
drugs, and, as the State Department reported last month, as the 
main source of the cartels’ weapons. We hope to hear today what 
the U.S. can do, and how and why the U.S. Government is getting 
more engaged. 

This issue touches the missions of many agencies, not only DHS, 
but also Justice, State, Defense. In this panel, we are going to focus 
on the DHS role in helping stem this violence, to confront its spill- 
over on our borders and within our communities, and to prepare 
for contingencies. 

We welcome Mark Koumans, the Deputy Assistant Secretary for 
International Affairs, to describe the Department’s interaction with 
its Mexican counterparts; and Marcy Forman, Director of the Office 
of Investigations for U.S. Immigration and Customs Enforcement, 
to discuss how ICE is helping attack cartel networks and organiza- 
tions. We also welcome back our CBP witnesses from the first 
panel, Acting Commissioner Ahern and Border Patrol Chief 
Aguilar, to discuss CBP’s efforts to address the risk of violence and 
its impact on trade, immigration and border security. 

We also expect to hear about interagency and intergovernmental 
initiatives, such as the Border Enforcement Security Teams, or 
BEST, which have been established in response to violence in areas 
such as Laredo, El Paso, and Tucson. 
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We will insert your complete statements in the hearing records 
and look forward to 5-minute oral presentations from Deputy As- 
sistant Secretary Koumans followed by Ms. Forman. We have al- 
ready heard a statement of that kind from the Acting Commis- 
sioner on the first panel. 

Let me first turn to our Ranking Member Mr. Rogers for his com- 
ments. 

[The information follows:] 
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Committee on Appropriations 

David Price (D-NC). Chairman, Subcommittee on ifomeiand Security' 

FOR RELEASE UPON DELIVERY Media Contact: Phil Feagan 
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Opening Statement of Chairman David Price 

Department of Homeland Security’s Response to Violence on the Border 

with Mexico 

March 10, 2009 / 11:30 am 


With over 6,000 dead in 2008, and over 1 ,000 dead in January 2009 alone, the violent dash of 
drug cartels in Mexico has caught the attention of many of us in Congress, and it certainly has for 
Americans living near the border. Mexico has sent its military to the border region and has assumed 
assume control of police in hot spots like Ciudad Juarez. As Secretary Napolitano testified last week, 
the situation “deserves our utmost attention.” 

We should first be clear - we are not talking about anything like the raids of Pancho Villa 
during the Mexican Revolution, nor should we be raising fears of mass migrations northward. 
Nonetheless, while Mexican President Calderon dismissed reports that Mexico is at risk of becoming a 
“failed state”, concern is rising about impact of the violence on the region and beyond. The U.S. is 
providing assistance to Mexico through the Merida initiative; Defense Secretary Gates has offered to 
provide additional assistance to Mexico; Texas Governor Perry has asked for “federal troops” to 
provide immediate relief for his State; the State Department has warned U.S. travelers to stay away; 
and the Attorney General has promised to destroy the cartels. Secretary Napolitano testified that she 
has asked the National Security Advisor, Attorney General, and State and local law enforcement to 
review ways to help the Mexican government stop the flow of guns and cash to the cartels, and identify 
areas where more resources may be needed. 
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While there have been some reports of contract killings and high-profile kidnapping in the 
U.S., statistics actually show declines in such violence in border communities such as El Paso and 
Phoenix, often cited as a hotbed for such activity. It appears - so far - that such violence is not yet 
systematically “spilling over,” as some have alleged. But the fact that the violence is largely limited to 
Mexico does not mean that it is not of grave U.S. concern. We hope that our witnesses today can help 
us understand why Mexican violence threatens the homeland security of the United States. 

Specifically, how is this violence affecting the cross-border coordination and collaboration on which 
border security depends? 

Unfortunately, the U.S. plays a key role in fueling the violence by its huge demand for illegal 
drugs, and, as the State Department reported last month, as the source of the cartels’ weapons. We 
hope to hear today what the U.S. can do and how and why the U.S. government is getting more 
directly engaged. 

This issue touches the missions of many agencies, not only DHS but also Justice, State, and 
Defense. In this panel, however, we will focus on the DHS role in helping to stem this violence, to 
confront its spillover on our borders and within our communities, and to prepare for contingencies. 

We welcome Mark Koumans, Deputy Assistant Secretary for International Affairs, to describe the 
Department’s interaction with its Mexican counterparts, and Marcy Forman, Director of the Office of 
Investigations for U.S. Immigration and Customs Enforcement, to discuss how ICE is helping attack 
cartel networks and organizations. Wc also welcome back our CBP witnesses from the first panel, 
Acting Commissioner Ahem and Border Patrol Chief Aguilar, to discuss CBP’s efforts to address the 
risk of violence and its impact on trade, immigration and border security. We also expect to hear about 
interagency and intergovernmental initiatives such as the Border Enforcement Security Teams, or 
BEST, which have been established in response to violence in areas such as Laredo, El Paso and 
Tucson. We will insert your complete statements in the hearing record and look forward to five- 
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minute oral presentations, from Deputy Assistant Secretary Koumans, followed by Ms. Forman. We 
heard from the Acting Commissioner on the morning panel. 


Let me turn now to the distinguished Ranking Member, Mr. Rogers, for his comments. 


### 
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Opening Statement by Mr. Rogers 

Mr. Rogers. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and welcome to those of 
you just joining us. 

Before I make a few comments, I want to thank the Chairman 
for honoring our Minority request to convene this separate hearing 
on the Mexican drug war aspect of the border situation, an issue 
that I believe is at the forefront of our homeland security chal- 
lenges that we face today. 

With that said, let me be clear when I say the current turf battle 
between the Mexican drug cartels is, in fact, an all-out war; 7,000 
casualties, if you will, 7,000 murders since the beginning of last 
year, including the torture and assassination of numerous Mexican 
law enforcement officials. That is as much an indicator of warfare 
as you would need. And this is a war with potentially devastating 
consequences for the United States, but we need to judge these con- 
sequences amid facts. 

We have all read the reports of beheadings, kidnapping, tun- 
neling, human trafficking, but we must understand the facts to de- 
termine the appropriate response in terms of dollars and force. We 
need to fully appreciate the Mexican Government’s stability, 
strength, and resolve to counter these narcoterrorists, and we need 
a truthful account of how and where violence is actually creeping 
across our border. After all, this war is on our doorstep. 

If this savage criminality is left unchecked, the cartels will only 
continue to expand their influence across the border, exploit our 
trade lanes, and bring their brands of terror into communities 
across our country. And that is something we simply cannot allow 
to happen. 

The escalation in violence and territorial infighting suggest 
Homeland Security’s efforts to improve our border security, coupled 
with the truly courageous actions of Mexico’s leadership, have got- 
ten the cartels’ attention. Unfortunately, this also means things 
might even get worse before they get better. So the challenge being 
presented to Homeland Security by this war is clear. My question 
is whether or not we are up to the challenge. 

And when I ask this question, I am not wondering whether we 
have the proper resources in place to just disrupt this organized 
crime; I am wondering whether we have the tools and the will to 
actually break its back. I realize that is a mighty tough chore, but 
I am certain it is a worthy fight. 

Today I hope we can learn more about the ongoing efforts to 
wage this good fight as well as what more can be done by DHS — 
not only DHS, but by its interagency partners at Justice and State. 
After all, this is an intricate issue that demands the full attention 
of all of those responsible for supporting security here at home and 
within neighbors as strategically important to us as Mexico. 

Mr. Chairman, I look forward to our discussion. 

Mr. Price. Thank you. 

[The information follows:] 
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Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and welcome to those of you just joining us. Before I 
make a few comments, I must thank the Chairman and express my sincere appreciation for 
his honoring the minority’s request to convene a separate hearing on the Mexican drug 
war — an issue I believe is at the forefront of our homeland security challenges. 

With that said, let me be clear when I say the current turf battle between the Mexican 
drug cartels is. in fact, an all out WAR — 7,000 murders since the beginning of last year, 
including the torture and assassination of numerous Mexican law enforcement officials, is as 
much an indicator of warfare as I have seen. And this is a war with potentially devastating 
consequences for the United States. 

But we need to judge those consequences amid facts . We’ve all read the reports of 
beheadings, kidnappings, tunneling, and human trafficking - but we must understand the facts 
to determine the appropriate response in terms of dollars and force . We need to fully appreciate 
the Mexican government’s stability, strength, and resolve to counter these narco-terrorists and 
we need a truthful account of how and where violence is actually creeping across our border. 
After all, this war is on our doorstep. 

If this savage criminality is left unchecked, the cartels will only continue to expand 
their influence across the border, exploit our trade lanes, and bring their brand of terror 
into communities across our country. And that is something we simply cannot allow to 
happen . 

The escalation in violence and territorial infighting suggests DHS’s efforts to 
improve our border security, coupled with the truly courageous actions by Mexico’s 
leadership, have gotten the cartels’ attention. Unfortunately, this also means things might 
even get worse before they get better. 

So the challenge being presented to DHS by this war is clear. My question is 
whether or not we are up to the challenge? 
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=> And when I ask this question, I am not wondering whether we have the proper 

resources in place to just disrupt this organized crime; I’m wondering whether we have 
the tools and the will to actually break its hack. 

Now, I realize that’s a mighty tough chore; but I am certain it is a worthy fight . 

Today, I hope we can learn more about the ongoing efforts to wage this good fight, 
as well as what more can be done by not only DHS, but also by its interagency partners at 
the Departments of Justice and State. After all, this is an intricate issue that demands the 
full attention of all those responsible for supporting security here at home and within 
neighbors as strategically important as Mexico. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I look forward to this discussion. 

### 




379 


Mr. Price. Mr. Koumans. 

Opening Statement of Mark Koumans 

Mr. Koumans. Chairman Price, Ranking Member Rogers, distin- 
guished members of the Subcommittee, thank you for the oppor- 
tunity to join today’s panel on the subject Secretary Napolitano has 
called one of her top priorities that requires our utmost attention. 

I was asked to speak about DHS initiatives with Mexico to ad- 
dress the shared challenge of violence, organized crime, and weap- 
on smuggling across our southern border. The DHS Office of Inter- 
national Affairs is charged with coordinating the Department’s 
international policies and programs, which are often carried out by 
operational components like ICE, CBP, and the U.S. Coast Guard. 
My expert colleagues on this panel can speak in more detail about 
some of the programs they oversee. My testimony will focus more 
broadly on the steps the Department has taken. 

Let me begin by outlining the seriousness of the problem. On 
February 25th, Secretary Napolitano told the Homeland Security 
Committee that Mexico right now has issues of violence that are 
of a different degree and level than we have seen before. 

In January of 2009, there were three times as many murders in 
Ciudad Juarez as in January 2008, so there appears to be no abate- 
ment. This bloodshed is the work of networks of organized crime 
that exists along the U.S. -Mexican border. These well-funded and 
well-armed criminal groups traffic in narcotics, firearms, currency, 
and human beings, and commit shocking atrocities to protect their 
commerce. Mexican President Calderon has taken aggressive and 
successful actions to fight these cartels, and the traffickers have 
predictably responded with more brutality. 

Secretary Napolitano has acknowledged Mexico’s courageous bat- 
tle as well as the DHS’s responsibility to support it, stating that 
the cash that is feeding these cartels is cash that is made off the 
sale of illegal drugs. The weapons are primarily coming from the 
United States. There is an interconnection there. 

DHS brings a range of capabilities and statutory authorities to 
bear on the mission of securing our southwestern border while fa- 
cilitating the legitimate movement of people and goods. I will high- 
light initiatives in fighting border violence, armed smuggling, ille- 
gal immigration, money laundering, and narcotics and bulk cash 
smuggling. 

The Merida Initiative is the focal point of the U.S. Security co- 
operation with Mexico, embodying a shared responsibility and com- 
mitment to eliminate the threat of organized crime. We envision 
the Merida Initiative as a multiyear program to provide Mexico 
and Central America with equipment, training, and long-term re- 
form assistance to better enable law enforcement agencies to com- 
plete their missions. DHS sees Merida as an important tool to mul- 
tiply capabilities on both sides of the border. The DHS works hand 
in hand with the Department of State, which, as you know, leads 
the Merida efforts to make sure that funds are directed to priority 
areas. 

Let me now turn to some specific DHS initiatives. 

To better coordinate law enforcement efforts, and address vio- 
lence along the southwest border, ICE leads interagency Border 
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Enforcement Security Taskforces, BESTs, which include U.S. and 
Mexican law enforcement agencies. The ICE attache office in Mex- 
ico City has also established Mexican vetted units, 70-plus officers 
strong, that work with ICE to expand criminal investigations and 
target cross-border crimes. 

To combat illicit weapon smuggling, ICE and CBP have spear- 
headed Operation Armas Cruzadas in partnership with Mexico to 
identify, disrupt and dismantle gun-running criminal networks. As 
is the case in other areas, the equipment and training Merida 
promises to provide will increase Mexican capabilities. For its part, 
Mexico is also taking new steps to address smuggling via pilot pro- 
grams to screen incoming traffic. 

In the area of counternarcotics, DHS components and their Mexi- 
can counterparts work together to disrupt drug-trafficking organi- 
zations on land, sea, and air. The Merida Initiative will help en- 
hance our work by supporting bilateral information sharing with 
vetted investigative units, law enforcement training, and interdic- 
tion efforts. 

Secretary Napolitano has stressed the need to target the cash 
flow of organized crime. Through Operation Firewall, ICE is 
teamed up with CBP to implement the drug initiative that targets 
both cash smuggling with strategic interdiction operations. 

Finally, to address human trafficking and illegal immigration, 
CBP has implemented Operation OASIS in collaboration with 
Mexican authorities. Under OASIS, the two sides cooperate to iden- 
tify and prosecute violent human smugglers. Under the Merida Ini- 
tiative, we in Mexico intend to expand OASIS across the entire 
U.S. -Mexican border. 

In conclusion, I hope these brief descriptions do justice to the im- 
pressive efforts of the brave men and women of ICE, CBP, and 
other parts of DHS. They have achieved a remarkable level of co- 
operation between DHS and Mexican counterparts. This coopera- 
tion is supported by the Secretary’s commitment to team up with 
Mexico in its fight with organized crime. 

Secretary Napolitano has already discussed these issues with 
Mexican Ambassador Sarukhan and Mexican Attorney General Me- 
dina Mora, and she has announced her intention to travel to Mex- 
ico in April to continue these efforts. She has committed DHS to 
do all it can to cooperate with Mexico against these common 
threats. 

DHS is proud to be at the forefront of the strategic partnership 
with our southern neighbor, and we share a responsibility, and we 
have a commitment to assist Mexico in defeating the criminal ele- 
ments that undermine the rule of law and cause such violence. 

I thank you for the opportunity to testify and look forward to an- 
swering your questions. 

Mr. Price. Thank you. 

[The information follows:] 
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Chairman Price, Ranking Member Rogers, and distinguished Members of the 
Subcommittee: I thank you for the opportunity to join today’s panel and give testimony 
on this important and timely subject, which Secretary Napolitano has stated is one of her 
“top priorities" and requires our “utmost attention.” 1 was asked to speak to you today 
about initiatives that DHS has undertaken with its counterparts in the Government of 
Mexico to address the organized crime and southbound weapons smuggling that now 
threaten our southwestern border. The DHS Office of International Affairs (OIA) serves 
as the interagency coordinator for many of the Department’s international policies and 
programs — some of which you will hear about in more detail from my distinguished 
colleagues on the panel, who oversee their implementation and success. 

Before I begin, I must first reinforce the seriousness of the problem that we face 
along the United States-Mexico border. I echo the words of Secretary Napolitano, who 
told the Homeland Security Committee on February 25 lh that “Mexico right now has 
issues of violence that are a different degree and level than we've ever seen before.” The 
sustained levels of violence that we observe in Mexican border cities like Tijuana, Ciudad 
Juarez, and Nogales threaten private citizens, tourists, workers, and businesses alike. The 
approximately 6,000 drug-related murders in Mexico last year were more than twice the 
previous record. Almost 40 percent of those murders occurred in three states: Baja 
California, Chihuahua, and Sinaloa. In January 2009, the number of murders in Ciudad 
Juarez was three times higher than in January 2008. 

We should make no mistake: this violence is directly related to the networks of 
organized crime which have flourished along the border. These well-funded and well- 
armed criminal elements turn a profit by illicitly trafficking in narcotics, firearms, 
currency, and human beings, while in turn perpetrating a sense of lawlessness that leads 
to more violence. The United States shares a responsibility to fight the effects of this 
violence. As Secretary Napolitano recently said: “The cash that is feeding these cartels is 
cash that is being made off the sale of illegal drugs. The weapons arc primarily coming 
from the United States... there is an interconnection there.” 

While the scale of the problem is intimidating, there is reason for confidence. The 
Mexican government under President Felipe Calderon has waged what the Secretary 
called “a courageous battle” in “taking on these big cartels who are very large and flush 
with cash and very powerful in their own right.” This commitment has led to an 
unprecedented level of cooperation between DHS and its Mexican counterparts in 
confronting the challenges involved in securing the border. Secretary' Napolitano has 
signaled her own commitment, testifying before the House Homeland Security 
Committee on February 25 that working with Mexico to confront drug violence would be 
a DHS priority. Currently, DHS and its operational components are represented by over 
50 personnel working in positions at U.S. Embassy Mexico and in local consulates. 

Through operational components like Immigrations and Customs Enforcement 
(ICE), Customs and Border Protection (CBP), the U.S. Coast Guard (USCG) and others, 
DHS brings a unique set of capabilities and statutory authorities to bear on the mission of 
securing our southern border, while facilitating the legitimate movement of people and 
goods between the United States and Mexico. DHS recognizes that ensuring the integrity 
of the border requires mutual support between U.S. and Mexican agencies to apprehend 
criminals, deter illicit activity, and enforce the law. In this testimony I will speak to some 
of the important initiatives that DHS and the Government of Mexico (GOM) have 
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undertaken in areas of shared interest including border violence, arms smuggling, 
immigration and money laundering, such as bulk cash smuggling, and narcotics. 


THE MERIDA INITIATIVE 

To begin a new chapter in U.S.-Mexico cooperation, the two sides launched the 
Merida Initiative. Merida is the centerpiece of the U.S. Government’s security 
cooperation with Mexico, representing a shared responsibility to eliminate the threat of 
organized crime that persists throughout the region. The Merida Initiative is a multiyear 
program that will provide assistance to Mexico and Central America in the form of 
capacity building, training, and long-term reform to better equip law enforcement 
agencies to complete their missions. 

The Office of International Affairs works hand in hand with DHS components to 
support implementing appropriated funds and how best they can be most effectively 
spent. We also work closely with the Department of State (DOS), to enhance Mexican 
law enforcement capabilities and DHS’s ability to secure the border in cooperation with 
Mexican agencies. 

BORDER VIOLENCE AND LAW ENFORCEMENT 

Secretary Napolitano has called attention to the issue of violence at and near our 
borders. In her hearing before the Homeland Security Committee on February 25 th , 
Secretary Napolitano outlined the four actions we must take to address border violence. 
First, she said, “is interaction with Mexican law enforcement, particularly the federal 
government of Mexico” to address the drug war. This interaction is exactly what the 
Merida Initiative promises. Secondly the Secretary said we must look “government-wide 
at what we can do to stop the southbound export of weaponry, particularly assault-type 
weapons and grenades that are being used in that war.” Thirdly, Secretary Napolitano 
emphasized the need for cooperative efforts and constant interaction with local law 
enforcement. Fourth, the Secretary noted the need for a contingency plan for worst-case 
scenarios. 

DHS’s combination of law enforcement and border management authorities place 
it in a unique position to address the causes and effects of border violence that stem from 
the smuggling of arms, narcotics, and humans across the U.S. -Mexican border. 

One subject on which you will no doubt hear more from my DHS colleagues on 
this panel is the Border Enforcement Security Taskforce (BEST), created and led by ICE. 
More than a DHS program, BEST is a law enforcement model which recognizes that 
confronting the multifaceted threat of border violence requires sharing resources, 
information, and expertise. BESTs serve as a platform from which interagency partners 
can work together to address cross-border crime. The twelve BESTs that exist on our 
land borders and in major maritime port cities incorporate personnel from ICE, CBP, 
Drug Enforcement Administration (DEA), Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, Firearms and 
Explosives (ATF), Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI), U.S. Coast Guard, and the U.S. 
Attorney's Office along with other key federal, state, local and foreign law enforcement 
agencies. The Mexican law enforcement agency Secretaria de Seguridad Publica (SSP) 
participates in BEST activities on the southwest border. In Texas, the heightened 
cooperation with Mexican law enforcement has resulted in the successful return of 


3 



384 


criminal fugitives being sought in both countries, including the removal to Mexico of one 
of that nation's Top Ten Most Wanted fugitives after his arrest in El Paso in 2007, 

The ICE Attache office in Mexico City has coordinated the establishment of 
vetted Special Investigative Units, seventy-plus officers strong, that work with ICE 
special agents assigned in Mexico to expand criminal investigations and prosecutions in 
areas such as money laundering and alien trafficking and smuggling. Corruption is not a 
new concern. Vetted units provide a firm foundation for cooperation between Mexican 
and U.S. investigators, and give them the means to work criminal leads in Mexico that 
can support ongoing criminal cases here in the United States. 

Programs like ICE vetted units and BESTs thrive on the participation of Mexican 
law enforcement officials. While these ICE programs do not receive funding under 
Merida, assisting and training our Mexican counterparts allows them to expand their roles 
in these programs, and to continue the record of success demonstrated in these 
cooperative efforts. Merida funds will support equipment and training for units of vetted 
Mexican law enforcement officers that increase the effectiveness of investigations on 
both sides of the border. 

While DHS works diligently with its Mexican counterparts to combat Mexican 
border violence, we must nonetheless be prepared for worst case scenarios. As Secretary 
Napolitano told the Homeland Security Committee, in the event that spillover violence 
occurs, “we do have contingency plans to deal with it. But it begins with state and local 
law enforcement on our side of the border. We support them as the first step in that 
contingency plan, should we see that kind of major spillover.”. Timely sharing of 
information between U.S. law enforcement agencies and their Mexican counterparts is 
crucial to coordinating enforcement, investigation, and response. To facilitate this flow 
of information, in 2006 former Secretary Chertoff and Secretary Carlos Abascal of 
Mexico’s Interior Ministry (SEGOB) signed a Plan of Action on Border Violence which 
highlighted border violence protocols (BVPs). The Plan of Action in mm led to the 
creation of Border Security and Public Safety Working Groups, which worked to 
establish standardized notification procedures for violent incidents along the border and 
institutionalize information sharing between CBP and The Mexican Intelligence Agency 
(CISEN). The BVPs are now in place across the entire United States-Mexico border, and 
have been exercised fourteen times between United States Government (USG) and GOM 
agencies. 

ARMS TRAFFICKING 

No issue highlights the importance of cooperation with Mexico more than illicit 
weapons smuggling. The Government of Mexico has publicly expressed concerns that 
guns from the United States are making their way into Mexico only to be used by 
criminal elements. DHS — particularly ICE and CBP — is taking comprehensive measures 
to stop the southbound flow of firearms. Merida funds that go toward professionalizing 
and training Mexican law enforcement agencies like SSP in investigative techniques 
ultimately enhance the effectiveness of DHS efforts to clamp down on cross-border arms 
trafficking. 

ICE and CBP have the authority to enforce export provisions of the Arms Export 
Control Act (AECA) as specifically designated within 22 CFR 127.4 of the International 
Traffic in Arms Regulations (ITAR). ICE also has newly-acquired, export authority 
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under Title 18, United States Code, Section 554 (Smuggling goods from the United 
States). This statute augments the broad arsenal of cross-border criminal authorities 
available to ICE investigators, and is particularly useful in targeting weapons smuggling. 
ICE’s investigative priority is to prevent violent transnational criminal organizations — 
terrorist groups, drug cartels, and other criminal entities — from illegally obtaining U.S. 
origin munitions and related technology. CBP is charged with ensuring — through 

inspection, interdiction, and other enforcement actions- that weapons and munitions do 

not cross the border illegally. 

Under these authorities, ICE devised Operation Armas Cruzadas — an 
unprecedented comprehensive and collaborative effort with the Government of Mexico to 
identify, disrupt, and dismantle the criminal networks whose livelihood relies on illicitly 
bringing arms across the border. Under Armas Cruzadas, ICE has implemented 
numerous activities that promote an intelligence-driven, systematic approach to arms 
trafficking investigations. Since September 2008, Operation Armas Cruzadas has 
resulted in 104 criminal arrests, 30 administrative arrests, 58 indictments, 42 convictions, 
and in the seizure of 420 weapons and 1 10,894 rounds of ammunition. 

At the same time, Mexico is using its authorities to tackle the problem. In late 
February, Mexico began a pilot program to screen incoming traffic to look for guns, bulk 
cash, and other contraband. Mexico hopes to expand this program across the entire U.S.- 
Mexico border by the fall. Upon Mexican request, DHS is prepared to work with 
Mexican officials to fine tune targeting protocols, outline information sharing regimes, 
and increase joint investigations. While not directly linked to the Merida Initiative, it is 
another way in which DHS and Mexico continue to develop our relationship. 

COUNTER NARCOTICS 

Mexico is a major drug transit and producing country. Roughly 90 percent of all 
cocaine consumed in the United States transits Mexico, which is also a major source of 
heroin, methamphetamines, and marijuana in the United States. Much of the violence that 
occurs along the southwest border is related to the drug trade and the organized criminal 
elements which exploit that trade. Secretary Napolitano recognizes this relationship, and 
is committed to upholding our responsibilities. As she told the Homeland Security 
Committee, “dealing with these drug cartels as they are organized in Mexico is really the 
organized crime fight of the Southwestern United States. . .you’ve got to have the tools to 
work from the low level to the high level and try to interdict their operations.” DHS 
components — CBP, USCG, ICE, for example — have long standing relationships with 
their Mexican counterparts to jointly disrupt the activities of drug trafficking 
organizations (DTOs) on land, sea, and air. The Merida Initiative will help enhance their 
work by supporting bilateral information sharing, law enforcement training, and 
interdiction efforts. 

DHS components execute a significant portion of the overall drug interdiction 
carried out by the U.S. Government. In FY2008, DHS accounted for over one million 
kilograms of seized marijuana, 50,000 kilograms of seized cocaine, and 2,000 kilograms 
of methamphetamines. ICE made 8,396 drug-related arrests and obtained 5,532 
convictions. The USCG has worked closely with the Mexican Navy (SEMAR) to restrict 
traffickers’ ability to flee into Mexican waters. On May 16, 2008, the Secretary of 
SEMAR, the Commander of U.S. Northern Command (NORTHCOM), and the 
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Commandant of the USCG signed a Maritime Operations Letter of Intent (LOI), which 
establishes a permanent working group dedicated to developing, exercising, and 
executing maritime security and safety standard operating procedures (SOPs) in the 
context of coordinated bi-national maritime operations. These SOPs facilitate the request 
and subsequent authorization to board and search Mexican or U.S. flagged vessels 
suspected of engaging in maritime drug traffic through the operational centers of 
respective national maritime enforcement authorities. The USCG has also provided 
extensive training to SEMAR and CST over the past decade. Since 2002, 29 Mobile 
Training Team (MTT) deployments and 25 resident training courses have taken place 
with Mexico in the areas of Maritime Law Enforcement, Port Security, Engineering, 
Search and Rescue, and Crisis Management. 

The DHS Office of C’ountemarcotics Enforcement is co-leading, along with the 
Department of Justice, an interagency effort to update the SW Border Countemarcotics 
Strategy. This strategy sets forth in clear detail the USG’s strategy for preventing the 
illegal trafficking of drugs across the US Mexico border; improving coordination and 
support among federal, state, local, and tribal authorities; and identifying specific 
resources and recommendations to improve our joint capabilities to combat the illicit 
drug trade and related criminal activities. 

DHS sees the Merida initiative a vital tool in countering the illicit narcotics trade 
that leads to crime along the border. The equipment program support and training 
provided through the Merida Initiative funds will give Mexican officials the tools they 
need to carry out their mission. For example, Merida provides significant funding for 
Non-Intrusive Inspection Equipment (Nil) which will allows Mexican authorities to more 
effectively screen vehicles and cargo. CBP, as the subject matter expert on screening, 
will be supporting the Department of State to determine how to most efficiently spend 
Merida dollars. 

MONEY LAUNDERING AND BULK CASH SMUGGLING 

The ability to illicitly transfer and launder money in large quantities is central to 
the operations of organized crime groups along the border. Secretary Napolitano has 
stated: “You have got to go after the money. You have to interrupt that chain of money 
that goes in the millions of dollars back and forth with these cartels.” To combat 
innovative money laundering techniques, and the increasing trend of Bulk Cash 
Smuggling (BCS), DHS components have leveraged their authorities in partnership with 
Mexican agencies on several initiatives — like Trade Transparency Units (TTU) and 
Operation Firewall — that restrict violent criminal organizations’ ability to operate. 

The ICE Office of Investigations established Trade Transparency Units to target 
trade-based money laundering and to aid in the detection of commercial fraud. TTUs 
function primarily by exchanging trade data that supports investigations with foreign 
counterparts — facilitated by Customs Mutual Assistance Agreements. ICE is the only 
federal law enforcement agency exchanging trade data with foreign governments to 
investigate trade-based money laundering investigations. 

In May 2008, ICE expanded the TTU program by establishing a TTU in Mexico 
City (Mexico TTU). Mexico TTU includes 15 law enforcement professionals — a dozen 
from the Mexican Hacienda, or Finance Ministry, known as the Central Administration 
for Taxation Intelligence for External Commerce; and three from ICE's Financial 
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Intelligence Unit. The Mexican government is now able to identify and collect revenues 
that are lost because of duty evasion, tax fraud, and over- and undervaluation of 
commodities. 

Bulk Cash Smuggling (BCS) has become a preferred method of moving illicit 
funds into and out of the United States for terrorists, drug smugglers, human traffickers, 
and criminal organizations involved in cross-border crimes. To combat the increasing 
use of BCS, the ICE Office of Investigations teamed with the CBP Office of Field 
Operations Tactical Operations Division, to implement a joint strategic BCS initiative 
called Operation Firewall. Firewall interdiction efforts have targeted BCS via private 
vehicles, commercial airline passengers, and pedestrians transiting the border. ICE and 
CBP have expanded efforts to target BCS beyond our borders by offering training to 
customs authorities in Mexico as well as other international partners. 

Since August 2005, Operation Firewall has resulted in the seizure of over $178 
million in U.S, currency and negotiable instruments. In FY 2008, ICE Attache Mexico 
City recorded 16 arrests and 24 seizures related to Operation Firewall and Bulk Cash 
Smuggling, resulting in over $50 million seized. On January 29, 2009, Operation Firewall 
in Mexico led to a seizure of $2.4 million in U.S. currency at the International Airport in 
Mexico City. Mexican officials arrested the subject and charged him with money 
laundering violations. 

TRAFFICKING IN PERSONS AND ILLEGAL IMMIGRATION 

Maintaining the integrity of our borders includes both an understanding of what 
and whom cross our borders. DHS is seriously concerned about illegal immigration and 
illicit trafficking in persons, which not only present a dangerous humanitarian concern, 
but also a homeland security threat as well. Merida will help Mexican immigration 
authorities’ work in conjunction with DHS through enhanced verification capabilities, 
and documenting of inbound and outbound cross-border travel. 

In August 2005, CBP in cooperation with the Mexican Attorney General’s 
Office (PGR), the Ministry of Foreign Affairs (SRE) and Interior Ministry (SEGOB) — 
announced the implementation of the bilateral Alien Smuggler Prosecutions Program 
titled Operation Against Smugglers Initiative on Safety and Security (OASISS). OASISS 
expands upon previous efforts to identify and prosecute violent human smugglers and 
ultimately save the lives of migrants who are put at risk by smuggling organizations. 
OASISS assists both governments in the prosecution of alien smugglers and human 
traffickers who endanger migrant lives along the southwest border. OASISS aims to 
facilitate prosecutions in Mexico for those not prosecuted in the United States by 
establishing standard procedures. With Merida funds, Mexico intends to implement the 
OASISS program across the entire United States-Mexico border. 

Another DHS component, the United States Visitor and Immigrant Status 
Indicator Technology program (US- VISIT) has also forged a strong and productive 
relationship with the Mexican government’s Interior and Public Security Secretariats. 
US-VISIT is the lead U.S. government agency for biometric identity management 
capabilities, and has worked in close cooperation with Mexico’s National Institute for 
Migration (INAMI) and Office for the National registration of the Populace (RENAPO) 
as they work toward integrating biometric capabilities into the information management 
systems deployed at Mexican Points of Entry'. As Mexico further integrates biometrics. 
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into its law enforcement and border management procedures, it will be able to better 
identify and target criminals. 

CONCLUSION: OTHER COOPERATION 

The programs that I have discussed here portray the extensive cooperation 
currently underway between DHS and our counterparts in the Government of Mexico. 
Yet these initiatives are indicative of a deeper, institutional cooperation that exists across 
the Department’s broad mission set. 

Secretary Napolitano has already met with the Mexican Ambassador and the 
Mexican Attorney General, and plans to continue to be closely engaged in this effort. 
With her background as Governor of Arizona, she is committed that DHS will do all it 
can to cooperate with Mexico against all common threats. Another example of our broad 
cooperation with Mexico is the binding govemment-to-govemment agreement on science 
and technology for homeland security, signed in April 2008 by DHS and Mexican 
officials. Notably, this is the first and only agreement between the United States and 
Mexico that will allow for the sharing of classified information. In October 2008, DHS 
and the Department of State completed their work with the GOM’s Civil Protection to 
update the 1980 U.S.- Mexico Emergency Management Agreement. 

Taken together, all of these initiatives represent a remarkable step in cooperation 
with the government of Mexico that would not have been thinkable ten years ago. DHS 
is proud to be at the forefront of this strategic partnership with our neighbor to the South. 
We share a responsibility and a commitment to assist Mexico in defeating the criminal 
elements that have undermined the rule of law; and to ensure that American citizens on 
our side of the border remain secure from such violence. 
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Mr. Price. Ms. Forman. 

Opening Statement of Marcy Forman 

Ms. Forman. Chairman Price, Ranking Member Rogers, and dis- 
tinguished members of the Subcommittee, on behalf of Secretary 
Napolitano and Acting Assistant Secretary Torres, I would like to 
thank you for the opportunity to discuss ICE’s efforts to combat 
cross-border crime. 

Secretary Napolitano is committed to addressing the violence and 
the sociocrime on the border, and augmenting the Department’s ex- 
isting resources of additional ICE assets to meet the threat of 
weapons and bulk cash smuggling. The ICE-led Border Enforce- 
ment Security Taskforce, better known as BEST, leverages the au- 
thorities and resources of its federal, state, local, tribal and inter- 
national partners to combat border violence. 

I would like to share an example that illustrates the critical role 
that ICE has in fighting transnational organizations. 

On August 16, 2007, ICE agents and task force officers from the 
BEST, located in Rio Grande Valley, Texas, were conducting sur- 
veillance on Eric Aguayez, a suspect involved in weapons traf- 
ficking. Agents observed him exit a residence, place a black duffel 
bag in his vehicle, and drive towards Mexico. Agents then coordi- 
nated with CBP to establish an outbound inspection at the Browns- 
ville-Matamoros bridge of entry. A search of his vehicle resulted in 
the discovery of a disassembled .50-caliber semiautomatic rifle and 
a 10-round magazine. This weapon retails for approximately 
$9,000, but is sold on the black market for three times that price 
and is used primarily for military purposes. 

BEST agents were able to link Aguayez to a significant arms- 
smuggling organization. This criminal enterprise supplied weapons 
to the members of the violent gulf cartel security forces known as 
Los Zetas. Aguayez was arrested on Federal smuggling charges and 
subsequently convicted on export charges. 

ICE and the BEST counter the illicit movement of people, money 
and contraband across our borders with a comprehensive mix of 
cross-border authorities and expertise. ICE maintains the largest 
Federal investigative workforce along the Southwest border. ICE 
and the BEST extend the reach of their investigations into the 
heart of Mexico through our ICE attache offices and trusted Mexi- 
can partners. 

ICE works closely across agency and international boundaries to 
disrupt and dismantle criminal organizations both in the United 
States and abroad. The following example illustrates how ICE 
leverages its international partnerships to get results. Just last 
week, on March 6, 2009, ICE agents provided intelligence to the 
Mexican Federal Police regarding a residence in Mexico suspected 
of housing weapons, tactical gear, and marijuana associated with 
a violent drug-trafficking organization. The Mexican Federal Police 
executed a search warrant and arrested 15 alleged hitmen. In addi- 
tion to the arrest, Mexican authorities seized two military-grade 
Colt M-4 rifles with grenade launchers and ammunition. 

Weapons and related materials provided by smugglers to crimi- 
nal organizations perpetuate the violence along the U.S. -Mexico 
border. ICE contributes to the fight by two bilateral initiatives: Op- 
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eration Firewall, to address bulk cash smuggling, and Operation 
Armas Cruzadas, to address weapons smuggling. 

In June 2008, ICE launched Operation Armas Cruzadas. As part 
of this initiative, DHS and the Government of Mexico agreed to 
partner an unprecedented bilateral cooperation to disrupt the flow 
of weapons from the United States to Mexico. Since the initiation 
of Armas Cruzadas, the operation has netted 104 criminal arrests 
and the seizure of 420 weapons and over 110,000 rounds of ammu- 
nition. Armas Cruzadas utilizes the BEST as the multiagency plat- 
form to combat weapons smuggling and other transborder crimes. 

Just this past week in Rio Grande Valley, the BEST in Rio 
Grande Valley and CBP officers seized 64 handgun primers and 19 
pounds of smokeless ammunition powder. Collectively these items 
have the ability to produce ammunition. Also seized were over 

1.000 rounds of high-caliber bullets. 

Since July 2005, the 12 strategically located BESTs at our Na- 
tion’s southern, northern, and sea borders, have been responsible 
for over 2,000 criminal arrests and the seizure of almost 170,000 
pounds of narcotics, 515 weapons, and over $22 million in cash. 

Operation Firewall targets illicit money couriers who utilize com- 
mercial and private transportation bound for Mexico and South 
America to identify the source of their illegal funds and the respon- 
sible criminal organizations. Since inception, Operation Firewall 
has resulted in the seizure of $178 million and 416 arrests. Of the 
178 million seized, over 62 million were seized in Mexico, Central, 
and South America. 

The following are examples of successes of Operation Firewall: 
On July 22, 2008, Mexican Customs seized over $2 million in U.S. 
currencies discovered inside radiator heaters bound for Colombia. 
In November 2008, CBP officers and ICE agents found over 

500.000 in bulk currency in Laredo, Texas, concealed inside the 
rear quarter panels of a vehicle. Also concealed with the currency 
was a Glock .40-caliber handgun, 3 magazines and 100 rounds of 
ammunition. The subject was arrested and charged with bulk cash 
smuggling. 

DHS, under the leadership of Secretary Napolitano, and ICE is 
committed to stemming the cross-border criminal activity associ- 
ated with the violence through the deployment of the BEST, Oper- 
ation Armas Cruzadas and Operation Firewall. 

I thank the Subcommittee for all its support of ICE and the law 
enforcement mission. 

[The information follows:] 
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INTRODUCTION 

Chairman Price, Ranking Member Rogers, and distinguished Members of the 
Subcommittee: On behalf of Secretary Napolitano and Acting Assistant Secretary Torres, 1 
would like to thank you for the opportunity to discuss U.S. immigration and Customs 
Enforcement’s (ICE) efforts to combat cross-border smuggling organizations and the violence 
related to their enterprises. ICE has the most expansive investigative authority and largest force 
of investigators in the Department of Homeland Security (DHS), and we protect national security 
and uphold public safety by targeting transnational criminal networks and terrorist organizations 
that seek to exploit vulnerabilities at our borders. Recognizing that partnerships are essential, 
ICE works closely across agency and international boundaries with our law enforcement partners 
at the foreign, federal, tribal, state and local level creating a transparent border and united front 
to disrupt and dismantle criminal organizations. 

ICE’s expertise in combating smuggling organizations that exploit vulnerabilities in the 
sea, air, and land environments has proven successful in thwarting the bi-lateral smuggling of 
narcotics, illicit money, and other dangerous goods, people, and materials that threaten the well- 
being of the United States. Our law enforcement presence extends beyond our borders. ICE has 
agents in attache offices in embassies and consulates worldwide. I am proud of these agents who 
work with their foreign counterparts to combat crime that originates overseas but may eventually 
cross the Nation's borders. 

Let me share with you an example of the mutual security benefits we continue to derive 
through our partnerships with Mexican law enforcement agencies such as Secretaria de 
Seguridad Publica (SSP). In August 2008, ICE agents provided confidential information to SSP 
through our Assistant Attache in Hermosillo, Mexico about a residence allegedly used to store 
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weapons and narcotics and which was believed to be a safe house for security personnel (“hit 
men”) for the Vicente Carrillo Fuentes drug trafficking organization (DTO) operating in 
Nogales, Sonora, SSP executed a search warrant at this residence that resulted in six arrests, the 
seizure of police uniforms, a large amount of U.S. currency, 12 weapons, and four stolen U.S. 
vehicles. The six people arrested are suspected of being involved in two separate crimes: first, 
an armed confrontation on August 5, 2008, in Nogales, Sonora where a civilian was injured after 
a grenade was detonated during a shootout between two DTOs and in the murder of two Mexican 
nationals whose bodies were found with threatening messages from rival narcotics traffickers. 

DHS recognizes that southbound weapons smuggling is a grave concern amid the 
growing violence along our border with Mexico. This violence requires a comprehensive, 
bilateral effort and on January 30, 2009, Secretary Napolitano responded by issuing a Border 
Security Action Directive which focused the wide-ranging authorities of the Department on the 
rampant violence along our southern border. The Secretary emphasized the necessity of a broad, 
multi-agency response to attack the flow of weapons and money that continues to fuel the 
violence. ICE contributes to that fight through two principal bilateral initiatives: Operation 
Firewall to address bulk cash smuggling; and Operation Armas Cruzadas, to detect, disrupt and 
dismantle weapons smuggling networks. Particularly in Armas Cruzadas, ICE-led, Border 
Enforcement Security Task Forces (BESTs) function as critical enablers in coordinating a 
comprehensive, multi-agency approach to fighting weapons smuggling. These DHS task forces 
include important partners such as Customs and Border Protection (CBP), Alcohol, Tobacco, 
Firearms and Explosives (ATF) and other foreign, federal, state and local task force officers. 
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Armas Cruzadas: 

The rampant border violence along the United States/Mexico border is a direct result of 
criminal organizations attempting to exert their control over not only the democratically elected 
officials of the Mexican government but also rival criminal organizations. The problem is of 
such magnitude that the Mexican military has had to step in to support and sometimes replace 
law enforcement officials who can not address the violence and restore order. Many of the 
instruments of this violence are from weapons smuggled from the United States into Mexico. 

Criminal organizations commonly use straw purchasers with clean criminal histories to 
purchase firearms and turn them over to smugglers. The challenge in countering the smuggling 
activity is compounded by the reliance on the technique called “ant trafficking,” where small 
numbers of weapons are smuggled through multiple ports-of-entry, on a continued basis. 

In June 2008, ICE formally launched Operation Armas Cruzadas to combat transnational 
criminal networks smuggling weapons into Mexico from the United States. As part of this initiative, the 
United States and the Government of Mexico (GoM) synchronize bilateral interdiction, investigation 
and intelligence-sharing activities to identify, disrupt, and dismantle these networks engaged in weapons 
smuggling. Key components of Armas Cruzadas include training for BEST task force officers and our 
partners in ICE’s long-standing authorities under the Arms Export Control Act, as well as newly- 
acquired, export authority under Title 1 8, United States Code, Section 554 (Smuggling goods from the 
United States). This statute augments the broad arsenal of cross-border criminal authorities available to 
ICE investigators, and is particularly useful in targeting weapons smuggling. Another important Armas 
Cruzadas component is industry outreach, including presentations to groups involved in the 
manufacture, sale, or shipment of firearms and ammunition along the southwest border. This industry 
outreach includes a collaborative initiative between ICE and Mexico’s Procuraduria General de La 
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Republica (PGR) prosecutors to produce bilingual posters identifying potential penalties for weapons 
smugglers under U.S. export and Mexican gun trafficking laws. The posters solicit the public for 
information related to these schemes, and are displayed in shops and agencies in the border region, 
including ports-of-entry. The Government of Mexico has also distributed these posters within Mexico. 

In addition to outreach, more rapid exchange of information is essential to success in confronting 
the southbound weapons flow. Armas Cruzadas strengthens bilateral communication through 
deployment of ICE Border Liaisons to sustain cooperative working relationships with foreign and 
domestic government entities; and also through a Weapons Virtual Task Force, comprised of a virtual 
online community where U.S. and Mexican investigators can share intelligence and communicate in a 
secure environment. In order to more seamlessly investigate the networks that span our common border, 
BESTs, ICE attache offices, a U.S.-vetted GoM Arms Trafficking Group and the Border Violence 
Intelligence Cell exchange cross-border weapons-related intelligence. The Border Violence Intelligence 
Cell, housed at the El Paso Intelligence Center (EPIC), along with the ATF weapons desk, serves as 
ICE’s central point for analyzing all-source intelligence and trends in firearms smuggling. In December 
of last year, this cell, in conjunction with DHS intelligence components, produced a strategic assessment 
of southbound weapons smuggling that guided increased weapons investigation and interdiction 
operations along the Southwest Border. 

Let me share an example of how ICE partners with others, such as ATF and local investigators, 
in combating weapons smuggling. ICE, ATF, and the San Antonio Police Department initiated an 
investigation of Ernesto Tornel Olvera-Garza of Monterrey, Mexico who first began trafficking in 
hunting rifles in lune 2005. During the course of the investigation, agents learned that between 2006 and 
the time of his arrest in October 2007, he trafficked in high-powered, high-capacity handguns and 
assault rifles. Since his temporary visa did not allow him to legally buy guns in the United States, Mr. 
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Olvera-Garza instead paid people in the United States to buy guns for him and lied about who the guns 
were for. Mr. Olvera-Garza organized and led the gun-smuggling conspiracy, which included at least 
nine “straw purchasers” who purchased firearms on his behalf. More than 50 weapons were purchased 
and smuggled to Mexico as part of this ring. One of Mr. Olvera-Garza's smuggled pistols was recovered 
in Mexico after it was used in a running gun battle where two Mexican soldiers were killed. Mr. Olvera- 
Garza has pleaded guilty and is pending sentencing. 

Since the initiation of Operations Armas Cruzadas, DHS has seized 420 weapons, 1 10,894 
rounds of ammunition and arrested 104 individuals on criminal charges, resulting in 58 criminal 
indictments and 42 convictions to date. 

Operation Firewall: 

Another, and one of the most effective methods to deal with violent, transnational 
criminal organizations is to attack the criminal proceeds that fund their operations. ICE targets 
those individuals and organizations exploiting vulnerabilities in financial systems to launder 
illicit proceeds and pursue the financial component of every cross-border criminal investigation. 

The combination of successful financial investigations. Bank Secrecy Act (BSA) reporting 
requirements, and Anti-Money Laundering (AML) compliance efforts by traditional and non- 
traditional financial institutions has forced criminal organizations to seek other means to 
transport illicit funds across our borders. As we have hardened these formal financial systems, 
the smuggling of bulk currency out of the United States, especially along the Southwest Border, 
has continued to rise. ICE, as the investigative agency with jurisdiction over all border crimes, 
can investigate bulk cash smuggling (BCS) crimes, which are predicated on the failure to file a 
Currency and Monetary Instrument Report (CM1R). 
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The ICE Office of Investigations (OI), along with the ICE Office of International Affairs 
(OIA) and CBP, coordinates with our state, local, and foreign partners on BCS operations. These 
operations disrupt the flow of bulk cash that can be used by terrorist groups and other criminal 
organizations. ICE, in concert with CBP, also provides money laundering training and BCS 
interdiction equipment to our law enforcement partners in the United States and abroad. 

ICE has a number of initiatives to address BCS. Operation Firewall focuses on the threat 
of BCS via commercial and private passenger vehicles, commercial airline shipments, airline 
passengers, and pedestrians. Since 2005, Operation Firewall efforts have been enhanced to 
include jump team surge operations targeting the movement of bulk cash destined for the 
southwest border for smuggling into Mexico. ICE and CBP have conducted various Operation 
Firewall operations with Mexican customs and the ICE-trained Mexican Money Laundering 
Vetted Unit. Many Operation Firewall seizures result in criminal investigations to identify the 
source of the funds and the responsible organizations. 

ICE’s experience in conducting international money laundering investigations has 
identified numerous smuggling routes and methodologies used by criminal organizations to 
launder illicit proceeds. This experience enables ICE, CBP, and our domestic and international 
partners to concentrate resources. Initially, Firewall operations in Mexico focused on the 
targeting of commercial flights from Mexico City to Central and South America. In 2008, based 
on our experience, we expanded Mexico Firewall operations to target shipments in containers 
departing from the seaport of Manzanillo and the airports of Tuluca, Mexicali, Cancun, and 
Guadalajara. Throughout operations in Mexico, ICE and CBP personnel have trained our 
Mexican law enforcement partners on passenger analysis and investigative techniques proven 
effective in the United States. 
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Operation Firewall has been an instant success. On the first day of operations in 2005 at 
the Benito Juarez International Airport in Mexico City, Mexican authorities seized $7.8 million 
en route to Cali, Colombia concealed inside deep fryers, rotisseries, and voltage regulators. Other 
notable seizures include $7.3 million seized inside rolls of fabric and plastic and $4.7 million 
concealed inside air conditioning equipment and metal piping destined for Colombia. On June 
26, 2008, Rafael Ravelo, a member of a Mexican based narcotics trafficking organization, was 
sentenced to 126 months of incarceration and the forfeiture of $1,147,000. This sentence was the 
result of the ICE-led Operation Doughboy. This joint U.S./Mexico investigation involved the 
monitoring of 18 phone lines of the heads of a Mexican narcotics trafficking organization and 
began when ICE agents in 2003 successfully linked a $149,000 bulk cash seizure by the Texas 
Department of Public Safety to the narcotics trafficking organization. Since its inception, 
Operation Firewall has resulted in the seizure of over $178 million including over $62 million 
seized overseas, and 416 arrests. 

Border Enforcement Security Task Force (BEST): 

As I mentioned before, the principal investigative platform for both Operations Armas 
Cruzadas and Firewall are the Border Enforcement Security Task Forces (BESTs). These task 
forces were specifically created to address border violence. 

In July 2005, in response to increased violence in Nuevo Laredo, Mexico and Laredo, 
Texas, ICE, CBP and other federal, state, and local law enforcement agencies, including 
Mexican agencies, expanded the ongoing Border Crimes initiative by creating an international, 
multi-agency initiative, Operation Black Jack. This initiative used the respective authorities and 
resources of its members to dismantle cross-border criminal organizations. In its first six months, 
its target-driven focus led to the dismantling of a murder/kidnapping cell operating on both sides 


8 



400 


of the border, including the seizure of high-powered fully automatic weapons and live grenades; 
the components to make over 100 improvised explosive devices (IEDs), such as pipe bombs and 
grenades; and over $1 million in U.S. currency. 

Based on the success of Operation Black Jack, DHS established the first BEST in Laredo, 

Texas in January 2006. Since that time, we have established 12 BESTs: eight on the southwest 
border; two on the northern border; and two at seaports. BEST participants include: ICE (as the 
lead agency); CBP; ATF; the Drug Enforcement Administration (DEA); the Federal Bureau of 
Investigation (FBI); the U.S. Coast Guard; the U.S. Attorney's Office; and other federal, state, 
local and foreign law enforcement. 

The BESTs are arrayed along the southwest border in high-threat smuggling corridors in: 

Arizona - Tucson (March 2006), Phoenix (March 2008), and Yuma (March 2008); Texas - El Paso 
(October 2006) and Rio Grande Valley (March 2007); and California - San Diego (November 2006) and 
Imperial Valley (June 2008). In early 2008, the first Northern Border BESTs initiated operations in 
Blaine, Washington (February 2008) and Buffalo, New York (March 2008). Each BEST concentrates on 
the prevalent threat in its geographic area, including: cross-border violence; weapons smuggling and 
trafficking; contraband smuggling; money laundering and bulk cash smuggling; human smuggling and 
trafficking; transnational criminal gangs; and tunnel detection. Recently, we established BESTs at the 
seaports of Los Angeles, California (October 2008), and Miami, Florida (November 2008) to focus on 
maritime threats including the importation of contraband; commercial fraud; cargo theft; unlawful 
exportation of controlled commodities and munitions; stolen property; alien smuggling; and exportation 
of illicit proceeds. These BESTs will target internal conspiracies of corrupt transportation employees 
who participate in the smuggling of contraband and humans. Crucial to our success is the cooperation of 
our international partners. At BESTs on the southwest border, we have the participation of the Mexican 
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law enforcement agency, SSP. On the Northern border and in the northern BESTs, we have Canadian 
law enforcement agencies such the Canada Border Services Agency, the Royal Canadian Mounted 
Police, the Ontario Provincial Police, the Niagara Regional Police Service, and the Toronto Metropolitan 
Police Service. In addition, we have the participation of the Argentinean customs agency at our Miami 
BEST. Through the interaction and coordination of all the member agencies, BESTs provide for 
immediate and international enhanced information sharing on border violence due to geographic 
proximity to the U.S. borders. 

Through BESTs, we have dismantled arms trafficking, bulk-cash, alien and narcotics 
smuggling organizations and their hostage-taking and murder/kidnapping cells in the United 
States and Mexico. Since July 2005, the BESTs have been responsible for 2,034 criminal 
arrests, 2,796 administrative arrests, 885 indictments, and 734 convictions. In addition, BESTs 
have seized approximately 7,704 pounds of cocaine, 1 59,832 pounds of marijuana, 558 pounds 
of methamphetamine, 39 pounds of crystal methamphetamine, 1,023 pounds of ecstasy, 213 
pounds of heroin, 97 pounds of hashish, 22 pounds of opium, 5 1 5 weapons, 745 vehicles, six 
properties, and $22.7 million in U.S. currency and monetary instruments. 

I would like to share a few of our successes with you: the discovery and repatriation by 
the El Paso BEST of one of Mexico’s top ten most wanted fugitives; the arrest by the Laredo 
BEST of a weapons trafficker supplying cartels with assault rifles used to murder Mexican police 
officer Navarro Rincon and others; the arrest by the Laredo BEST of a member of the Mexican 
Mafia in possession of approximately 897 pounds of smuggled marijuana after he attempted to 
run over a Texas Department of Public Safety officer; and the arrest by the LA Seaport BEST of 
an arms trafficker and seizure of 38 military style weapons,. 

CONCLUSION 
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In conclusion, ICE is committed to stemming the cross-border criminal activity and 
associated violence through the deployment of the BESTs, Operation Armas Cruzadas, and 
Operation Firewall. Partnering with others, we are using a broad range of authorities, including 
the most sophisticated investigative tools available, such as certified undercover operations and 
electronic surveillance operations, to disrupt and dismantle these networks. 1 thank the 
Committee for its support of ICE, CBP, DHS and our law enforcement mission. I would be 
happy to answer any questions that you might have at this time. 
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BORDER SECURITY RAMIFICATIONS ON CBP MISSION 

Mr. Price. Thanks to all of you for appearing here and helping 
us address this critical aspect of border security. And that is really 
the question I want to start with, returning to the theme enun- 
ciated in my own statement. What are the broader border security 
ramifications of this development on the Mexican side? So much of 
the discussion does have to do with the spillover onto our side of 
the border and incidents of violence, horrific in some cases, that in- 
volve U.S. communities and U.S. citizens, but I take it that is not 
the only issue. 

Secretary Napolitano says this situation deserves our utmost at- 
tention. There is a broader issue at stake with respect to the Mexi- 
can Government’s control of its own territory, a broader concern 
with respect to the kinds of coordination and cooperation that we 
need with that government for a whole range of border security 
functions. 

So let me just pose a couple of questions along these lines. 

Mr. Ahern, I would like you to reflect on the breadth of this con- 
cern and how it affects your basic mission, and the kind of charge 
you have to protect the border and all of the ramifications of that. 

And then, Mr. Koumans, maybe you in particular — you and Ms. 
Forman have both done a good job of outlining the current efforts, 
and we appreciate those efforts — but I wonder if you could just 
elaborate for us what it means to give this our utmost attention. 
What are the main ways in which these efforts need to be stepped 
up and accelerated and taken to a different level? 

But, Mr. Ahern, at first I am interested in this broader impact, 
because I don’t think we capture the danger here totally in simply 
looking at the cross-border incursions. 

Mr. Ahern. Thank you for the opportunity to give my thoughts 
on this topic. 

I think, first off, when you take a look at Mexico, you have to 
look at its strategic location to United States, obviously one of our 
closest neighbors in addition to Canada, so just its proximity cre- 
ates a threat to begin with. 

You also then look at their value as one of our most significant 
trading partners. You see as far as a significant impact that this 
violence can have occurring in Mexico to the production capabilities 
within Mexico, and generating wealth for the economy, and then 
stability for that nation and its cross-border movement of trade 
into the United States. I think that is a key aspect. 

When you take a look at the violence, you are seeing diminish- 
ment on the amount of cross-border travel that occurs with a lot 
of people who would routinely go to some of these Mexican commu- 
nities just south of the border for routine travel and tourism-type 
things. We are seeing that as far as an impact. So that, again, 
leads to the instability that is occurring in these areas. 

When you take a look at it certainly from the threat that it poses 
to our organization, I spoke of the violence on our officers and 
agents, and I won’t cover that point again. That is also a very real 
issue that is out there, not so much as far as the cartel violence 
that is occurring for the fights over the plazas south of the border 
in these Mexican communities, but as far as just the consequence 
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of the drug trafficking, and also as far — as the Chief speaks about, 
as far as the transformation of the border. As we gain more oper- 
ational control, we are stressing them greatly. So we are seeing 
that manifest itself in violence on our officers. 

But when you take a look at where we are with Mexico, I think 
it is certainly important to note that we have had a significant un- 
dertaking with Mexico for the last several years. It is not just as 
far as within the last few months or in the last couple of years 
under Merida. We have been working with them at strategic levels 
in all areas of the government down there and along the cross-bor- 
der communities to make sure that we provide them with the 
training, the assistance, and the capacity building to make sure 
that they are able to fight this fight as they go forward. 

I think certainly when you take a look at the initiatives that are 
now being considered as we get into this year and beyond, the 
Merida Initiative will certainly add some additional value for train- 
ing assistance, but also as far as bringing technology and other ca- 
pabilities to Mexico to continue to sustain this effort as it goes fur- 
ther. I think those will be key aspects going forward. 

Finally, two remaining pieces for our responsibilities within CBP: 
First, making sure that we are, as the Secretary has directed us 
to do, stepping up the southbound efforts going into Mexico; and 
second making sure that we actually have the ability to take off 
some of the drug proceeds going into Mexico that is actually being 
smuggled back as part of the proceeds of this illicit trade going on 
in Mexico. In partnering with ICE in that, we have had over $23 
million in the first few months of this fiscal year. That is substan- 
tially higher than last year. Weapons as well. 

One of the things I think this government has to do a better job 
of doing is defining this 95 percent representation that continues 
to get made out there. About 95 percent of the weapons that are 
actually found in Mexico come from the United States. I think 
there is some nuance to that, and we need to continue to drill down 
with the U.S. law enforcement agencies that it is 95 percent of the 
commercially sourced weapons that are actually available in the 
United States that make their way to Mexico, and there are a lot 
more military grade that are coming in from other sources. We 
need to make a better definition so there is not the assumption 
they are all coming from here. 

But those are just some initial thoughts. 

ACCELERATE COOPERATION LEVELS 

Mr. Price. Mr. Koumans, just briefly, if you can telegraph a few 
areas, and we will explore them further. 

Mr. Koumans. If I understood your question correctly, and thank 
you for the opportunity, you asked how to accelerate and how to 
take our cooperation to new levels? 

Mr. Price. What are the main dimensions of a stepped-up effort 
as you envision it? 

Mr. Koumans. I will try to give a two-part answer. One is on the 
Mexican side of the border; one is on the U.S. side. 

On the Mexican side, the centerpiece of the stepped-up coopera- 
tion is the Merida Initiative. It is a long-term partnership in terms 
of training and capacity building and equipment that we would be 
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able to jointly work with Mexico. I want to stress that this is not 
the way it has occasionally been portrayed, as funding that would 
be provided to Mexico directly. I don’t believe any of it is being pro- 
vided directly to Mexico. 

This equipment that we discussed with them, discussed their 
needs, understand what they are, and then provide the equipment, 
provide the training to them so that it is not a question of cash 
that is being provided to Mexico. I want to make that clear. 

Also, the information and intelligence exchange that comes with 
the closer partnership, I think that is the ramping-up on that side, 
if I could just encapsulate it that way. 

On the U.S. side, I think Acting Commissioner Ahern has men- 
tioned it is the weapons, it is the cash, it is trying to make sure — 
and Secretary Napolitano has asked us to really think outside the 
box, so to speak, if there is more that we could do, whether it is 
with respect to dogs or with respect to southbound inspections? Let 
us just sort of canvass the entire area and see if this isn’t some- 
thing we can do anywhere. That is an assessment that is ongoing, 
and that is something that she definitely wants to spend a lot of 
time focusing on. 

Mr. Price. Thank you. 

Mr. Rogers. 

SPILLOVER VIOLENCE INTO THE UNITED STATES 

Mr. Rogers. I am sorry. I don’t think our government is, A, ad- 
mitting to the truth of what is going on in Mexico; or, B, suffi- 
ciently tackling it. I think we are conveniently hiding our head in 
the sands of Cancun beach, and we are not seeing what the real 
problem is. It is a real problem for the United States of America. 

Now, the Intelligence Community, the U.S. Intelligence Commu- 
nity, and DHS both view the escalating violence as a major security 
concern, but they do not yet view this turf war between the cartels 
as a serious threat to the political stability of Mexico or conclude 
that there is notable spillover violence into the U.S. 

Let me point out we just arrested 750 people associated with the 
Mexican drug trade across the United States 2 weeks ago, 750 
members of the cartel from Mexico and in U.S. cities. Don’t tell me 
there are no spillover possibilities in the United States. Every 
major city in this country has legs of the Mexican drug cartel; do 
they not? Anyone want to dispute that? Didn’t think so. 

An estimated 90 percent of the cocaine entering the United 
States transits Mexico from South America. In exchange, it is esti- 
mated there is $23 billion a year that flows south from the United 
States predominantly to the Mexican drug cartels, not to mention 
the weapons that go along with it. 

Mexico serves as the main foreign supplier of marijuana, major 
supplier of methamphetamines to the United States. Mexico ac- 
counts for only a small share of worldwide heroin production, but 
it supplies a large share of heroin consumed in the United States. 
In other words, it is transiting Mexico. 

Mexican drug cartels now dominate the wholesale illicit drug 
market in the U.S. It is Mexico, and it is the drug cartels in Mex- 
ico. Now, do you think they bring those drugs and leave them on 
the border with the United States, and that is the end of it? No. 
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Of course not. They have to distribute the drugs in the United 
States and receive the proceeds from that and transit the proceeds 
back to the cartels in Mexico. For that you need an organization 
in the United States. 

And they are the dominant supplier of all drugs in the United 
States in every city and town in this country. And yet we have our 
head in the sand saying there is no notable spillover violence into 
the U.S. Give me a break. 

Do you think the killings, and the beheadings, and the torture, 
and the assassinations and the corruption in Mexico is limited to 
Mexico? Of course not. It is a major problem inside the U.S., and 
yet I don’t see us taking it seriously. Please tell me I am wrong, 
Mr. Ahern. 

Mr. Ahern. I think one of the things we obviously led you to con- 
clude is that we didn’t believe there was a certain amount of drug 
activity that actually transits our borders in United States, and the 
criminal enterprise that becomes part of that with the proceeds and 
the weapons that go back south, and that actually leaves a lot of 
crime in the city. That was not the intent of our statement. 

What we were alluding to is that we have not seen the spillover 
in mass quantities of people looking to mass migration out of Mex- 
ico or fleeing of individuals from Mexico because of that violence 
coming north across our border. So that was the characterization 
that we were looking to achieve in our statement, not that there 
has not been a result of the drug product that is being sourced or 
transited through Mexico ending up here in the consumption in the 
United States and the whole criminal enterprise surrounding that. 
We are not ignoring that fact at all. 

Mr. Rogers. Well, thank you. And I don’t see a corresponding ac- 
tion. Admittedly the State Department, Justice Department nota- 
bly, ought to be on this with all four feet. And the BEST groups 
are working. But I don’t think there is a realization by our govern- 
ment yet of the seriousness to the instability of Mexico, and we are 
talking about armed gangs of maybe 100,000 people belonging to 
these cartels, which rivals the Army of Mexico, armed probably bet- 
ter than the Army of Mexico. And the President, God bless him, is 
moving those troops to the U.S. border. I think some 7,000 were 
moved up to El Paso or Juarez just recently. 

So the Mexican Government realizes the difficulties. And, you 
know, you can only imagine what would happen if the gangs took 
over Mexico, the Government of Mexico. It is not beyond com- 
prehension. And the difficulties that that would cause the United 
States are unimaginable. And yet I do not see the U.S. taking this 
thing as serious as they need to take it. 

Let me just close with this, Mr. Chairman, to remind us of what 
we are in for here: the brutal kidnapping, torture, and murder of 
retired Brigadier General Enrique Tello, a high-ranking 
counterdrug official in Mexico, in Cancun a couple of weeks ago. 
They broke his wrists, they broke his elbows, they broke his knees 
in the torturing process, and then finally murdered him; especially 
troubling because it involved a corrupt chief of police in Cancun 
and violated a long-standing cartel tradition of making sure that 
Cancun remains a safe tourist destination and a safe haven for the 
cartels’ operation. They want to keep that place untouched, and yet 
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that is where they tortured and murdered this high-ranking gen- 
eral in the Mexican operation. 

And so, I am sorry, Mr. Chairman, I don’t think we are taking 
this nearly as seriously as we need to take it. 

Mr. Price. Thank you. 

LICENSED FIREARMS DEALERS 

Mr. Farr. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

I can’t help but think that this is a border with bilateral issues, 
and certainly Mexico is one of our largest neighbors next to Can- 
ada, is really one of the leading countries in the world. I think it 
ranks 15th in the world in GDP, and it is California’s number one 
trading partner and is obviously very important to our economy, 
and yet a country that is very serious about the problems of 
transnational cartels that are passing through their country and 
corrupting their people. 

But if we were a panel today of Mexican Congress Members, and 
we were having the same hearings, we might look at this border 
a little bit differently, because last year 5,376 people, citizens of 
Mexico, were killed by the cartel. Of those were 850 police and 
military. If we had lost 850 Border Patrol and Marine officers last 
year, we, Congress, would be absolutely livid. Why is this hap- 
pening? 

And what they would be asking is, what is going on? Why is all 
of this cash from America being able to flow down here to buy this 
stuff, and why are all of these arms — 95 percent of the weapons 
seized were American arms. They would be looking at it as an 
American arms cartel. And I think a lot of people, at least in my 
State or in my district, would argue that those guns killed a hell 
of a lot more people than marijuana that was smuggled into this 
country. 

I mean, I think we have to put this into perspective, and I think 
to get it into perspective is we have bureaucracy jurisdictional dis- 
putes here. We have 7,600 Federal firearms-licensed dealers in the 
border States. And the ATF is responsible for inspecting those, and 
they don’t get around in less than 5 percent of them. And they 
don’t have the manpower. And so you say, well, it is their responsi- 
bility. Well, let us change it, because our Secretary emphasized in 
her testimony the necessity for a broad, multiagency response to 
attack the flow of weapons and money that continues to fuel the 
violence. That is our side. That is us. 

So what are you doing, as law enforcement, to make sure that 
every one of those 7,600 Federal firearms-licensed firearms dealers 
are inspected regularly? And what is your plan to do that this 
year? 

Mr. Ahern. Well, I think certainly from Custom and Border Pro- 
tection’s perspective, you correctly stated this is not necessarily the 
responsibility of this organization. 

Mr. Farr. Let us make it the responsibility. Can you do that? 

Mr. Ahern. I don’t think that is within our jurisdictional respon- 
sibility. 

Mr. Farr. Can you do it if we give you the jurisdiction? 

Mr. Ahern. I think this needs to be looked at in a comprehensive 
way, sir. And I think one of the things — going back to even the 
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Ranking Member’s comments, I think that the United States Gov- 
ernment has not acknowledged necessarily, or this Subcommittee 
who has actually provided significant appropriations, to taking a 
look at one of the most significant parts of this problem, and that 
is the drug trade coming north from Mexico to the United States. 

Mr. Farr. The Merida Initiative is about investing in the infra- 
structure of Mexico to handle that problem. I am asking about 
what we are doing in this country to handle our problem. 

Mr. Ahern. I was going to get to that point when I take a look 
at what we have done to actually provide greater responsibilities 
and securities of our border so that the drugs do not come to the 
United States to then turn into proceeds to go back south. That is 
a key part of any strategy. That is going to be an essential compo- 
nent going forth. That is our responsibility, and that is what this 
committee has been very good as far as doubling the funds of our 
organization from 2004 to 2009. 

Mr. Farr. How much funding does the ATF have for inspecting 
those 7,000 gun dealers, and obviously they are on the border be- 
cause it is good business. 

Mr. Ahern. I don’t have what the funding is for it. 

Mr. Farr. The ICE has 20,000 employees, and CBP has 20,000 
employees. You each have budgets in the billions, and it is about 
this border, it is about transborder stuff. If the ATF can’t do the 
job, then let us put it in the hands of somebody who can that is 
already there along the border. Maybe the ICE can respond to that. 

Ms. Forman. Sir, as Commissioner Ahern alluded to, it has to be 
done together with the collective resources. We work very closely 
with the Alcohol, Tobacco and Firearm, ATF, in addressing this, 
and that is the benefit of the Border Enforcement Security 
Taskforces. 

Mr. Farr. Let me just ask the question. What is it going to take 
to inspect all of these gun dealers? If I were a Mexican legislator, 
and all of these people had been killed in my law enforcement and 
military people, I would want to know what the heck the United 
States is going to do. And you haven’t been able to give me an an- 
swer. 

Ms. Forman. You would have to get with ATF since they have 
the jurisdiction, and they can give a better assessment, sir. 

Mr. Farr. I pity your Ambassador. 

Mr. Price. All right. Thank you. 

We are happy to welcome our Full Committee Ranking Member. 
And, with unanimous consent, we will run him ahead of his col- 
leagues here and invite him to make whatever statement he would 
like at this point. 

STRENGTHEN OUR ABILITY TO COORDINATE WITH OTHER AGENCIES 

Mr. Lewis. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

I am very sorry to arrive late, but I was at a hearing regarding 
the Merida Initiative in the Foreign Operations Subcommittee. The 
need for coordination between our Subcommittees and our various 
responsibilities is very obvious. 

Mr. Farr began by raising the right questions regarding some of 
the arms questions, but we have to change the law to give them 
that authority. And we are just beginning to think through what 
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our responsibility is here. It seems to me that it is very important 
for us to know that this is a crisis. 

For the first time in my memory, suddenly the responsible lead- 
ership of Mexico is attempting to reach out to the United States in 
a foreign, kind of, policy way. Historically, their sovereignty issues 
have said, we don’t want foreign aid from the United States, et 
cetera. But this problem is so serious in terms of impacting the 
lives of their people and so serious also in terms of dollar flows that 
can corrupt their society. It is obviously a huge problem on our 
side. Even though some people would say “relatively small num- 
bers,” et cetera, my God, what is happening with those drugs to 
kids in Chicago and New York and Los Angeles is unacceptable 
from an American perspective. 

Historically, the border towns along our border, from a Mexican 
perspective, have really been the million-dollar slumlord cir- 
cumstance. They could have cared less about Tijuana and Juarez, 
et cetera. Mexico City is pretty snooty about their northern border. 
Now, because of the drug circumstance and the challenges, that is 
changing. They are allowing for some serious coordination. And I 
would hope you would give us some ideas as to how we can better 
strengthen your ability to coordinate with other agencies. 

In the other hearing I just came from, I learned that one of our 
problems is the Department of Defense, in some way, puts Afghani- 
stan ahead of the challenges on the Mexican border. I used to chair 
that Subcommittee, the Defense Subcommittee. Today I will tell 
you I think what is going on between our biggest trading partner, 
from a California perspective, and this drug problem makes it our 
number-one challenge. And so I would hope we would re-examine 
what we have done with the law to allow all of these agencies to 
work better together. 

In terms of just equipment, UAVs are being used on both the 
northern and the southern border of the United States reasonably 
effectively. But the Department of Defense is not making available 
helicopters. You can’t chase these people around in trucks, for 
goodness sakes, and yet they are, kind of, awaiting the newest of 
helicopters to come off the assembly line. We have helicopters in 
mothballs that can be pulled out if we give this crisis proportion. 

And I would hope your voices would help us look at our law and 
the agencies that you coordinate with to allow you to better do the 
job I know you want to do. It is killing kids in the United States, 
but it potentially could destroy this great country, our neighbor to 
the south, Mexico. 

So I really come today largely to listen to you but also deliver 
that message. All of us must help us better figure out how we can 
change our law, broaden the regulations otherwise to allow you to 
be more effective at your job. So that is a long way of saying that 
I have great respect for what you are trying to do, but we haven’t 
done a very good job of examining how we can help you do it better. 
Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Price. Thank you. We welcome your comment. 

Mr. Ahern. I think certainly, to the aspect of UASs, we do have 
six in our inventory now. We are using them very effectively. We 
have been in discussions with the DOD about any additional assets 
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for light helicopters to be able to take a lot of chiefs response 
teams into certain areas. We are still continuing those discussions. 

I think, again, I want to try to make another attempt at talking 
about a comprehensive approach here. We need to make sure as far 
as that we are doing things from a variety of perspectives. We need 
to be looking, as this Subcommittee has funded Customs and Bor- 
der Protection to the tune of well over $100 million, to go ahead 
and provide service life extension to our P-3 aircraft, so we can do 
more interdiction in the transit zone, which I spoke about in the 
first hearing, where, just in the first few days of January of this 
year, we had four semi-submersible subs that had 25 metric tons 
that did not get into Mexico. 

So you have the ability to have a defense-in-depth strategy, you 
can go ahead and be more successful, take out the transportation, 
take out the violence that is occurring in Mexico by having a better 
defense-in-depth strategy. We are doing more of that again. Thank 
you to this committee for providing the extension for our P-3s to 
keep them up. They are working in coordination with the Navy and 
the Coast Guard through JIATF-South out of Key West. That has 
to be a key component. 

And then certainly, as far as it was spoken about, is we need to 
help Mexico, we need to help build the capacity through training 
assistance and deployment of additional technology and help them 
manage their borders to the south as well as to the north. We are 
prepared to do that under the Merida Initiative. And we will con- 
tinue to have other initiatives through Firewall and other things 
that we have been doing with Mexico for a number of years to con- 
tinue to take a full-court press in those aspects as well. 

Again, I don’t think it should be just dismissed, what this Sub- 
committee has funded for Customs and Border Protection, for 
building 610 miles of fence and doubling the size of the Border Pa- 
trol and adding additional assets for ports of entry to make sure 
that we do have a good, strategic defense at our borders to make 
sure that we continue to interdict more and provide that level of 
security here. I think those are just some examples of what we 
need to continue to build that defense-in-depth strategy, not a sin- 
gle solution to this very significant problem, sir. 

WEAPONRY FROM CHINA, INDIA, AND OTHER SOURCES 

Mr. Lewis. Mr. Chairman, I would hope that we wouldn’t, as a 
Committee, get so wrapped up in the gun control rhetoric here that 
we fail to recognize there are monies being used to buy weaponry 
from China, from India and other number of sources that are major 
factors in their ability — that is, the drug gangs, to exercise them- 
selves in a very violent way. We absolutely must plug in our intel- 
ligence agencies in a way that they are really helping us but help- 
ing the Mexican Government better understand how we go beyond 
just building a wall between Mexico and the United States. 

Mr. Price. Thank you. 

Mr. Ruppersberger. 

STRIKE FORCE CONCEPT AND FUNDING 

Mr. Ruppersberger. I agree with Mr. Ahern. You need a com- 
prehensive approach. But I would like to talk about some solutions. 
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Can we state our positions? Sometimes we might not know what 
your jurisdiction is. 

Number one, we are successful in other parts of the world. I said 
that in the last round. And if we want to make a difference here 
in our own borders, that we have not been able to do, it has to start 
at the top. It has to start with the President. And the President 
needs to be able to fund what needs to happen. You have to have 
a plan. 

Now, let’s look at some of the things that work. I think probably 
one of the best organizations that I have seen that probably helped 
us with the issue of terrorism but other issues is JTTF. You all are 
involved. You have Federal, State, and local. You have NSA, you 
have CIA, you have a strike force concept. And when you have a 
strike force concept, it is team work. You know, it is not one agency 
pitted against another. I mean, I have seen personally Homeland 
Security battling with the FBI on some issues, or with the New 
York City Police. So, you know, you need that concept. And do you 
agree with a strike force concept? Because then you have the team 
looking at where you need to go. I am going to ask you that. 

Secondly is the funding. If we don’t take seriously what is hap- 
pening in Mexico and how it is affecting and impacting our crime, 
our drug gangs in the United States, then we are really saying we 
are going to spend more money in other parts of the world than 
we are right at our own border. If a country can’t control its bor- 
ders, what can they do? 

And the other issue that I think is extremely important is that 
we need to look at successes. I think we need to look at Colombia, 
those of us who have been involved in intelligence and other areas. 
Colombia is working because of a couple of reasons. One is you 
have a president at the top who is not corrupt and is taking a 
strong position. You have that with Calderon right now. Fox didn’t 
have the power; Calderon does. So we have a window of oppor- 
tunity to deal with that. 

You have to deal — when are dealing with another country, you 
have to develop the relationships with the people, who you can 
trust and who you don’t, and you have to take out those corrupt 
people, whether it is policemen, military, whatever. But I think 
with Calderon there and his ability to move the troops to the front 
line right now, it makes a difference, with our help. It can only be 
done with our help. 

Intelligence, as Mr. Lewis said, is so important. You need the in- 
telligence, not only to collect it, but you also need it to analyze it 
so we know where our priorities are and where we need to go and 
how we need to do it. 

Now, I have just thrown out some issues. Please comment on 
some of my comments. 

Mr. Ahern. I think, certainly, when you two talk about as far as 
the task force concept, that makes perfect sense to us. And I think 
on probably just about everything you stated there is 

Mr. Ruppersberger. Because you don’t get involved in the juris- 
diction issue. Like, Mr. Farr was right; what can you do? Well, you 
can’t because by law you can’t, and you don’t have the resources 
either. 
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Mr. Ahern. Right. So I think that makes sense for us to continue 
to work through those. And, as Ms. Forman can speak to, the 
BEST task force is what we are doing jointly with ICE and CBP 
again. We are actually the interdiction agency, which actually feeds 
off a lot of the intelligence and the investigative information. So it 
is in our interest to be closely aligned with a lot of the task forces 
and be part of those. That makes great sense for us. 

One of the final points that you talked about for, you know, intel- 
ligence-driven — certainly when you look at the traffic going into 
Mexico of weapons and money, I believe one of the most effective 
ways that we will be successful going forward is to be much more 
intel-driven and investigative-driven. Because, again, people going 
into Mexico can actually predict and they can kind of pulse their 
time when they are going to be trying to smuggle weapons or cur- 
rency into Mexico. So they can actually hold off, whereas, north- 
bound, they know they have to come through that process for being 
admitted into the United States. There is not that same rigor going 
in the southbound mode. 

That is one of the things the Secretary has challenged us to put 
it together. And, actually, I don’t want to get ahead of the Sec- 
retary or the President’s budget, which will be coming forward very 
shortly, but you will see some initiatives in there. And, certainly, 
the Congress will have an opportunity to enhance that, if you see 
so fit. 

Mr. Ruppersberger. I agree with that. All you have to look at 
is Iraq and our sophistication now and our ability to take out bad 
guys in Iraq, al Qaeda. One of the things that has occurred in Iraq 
is that we have been able to really hurt al Qaeda. If we use those 
same resources and same focus at the Mexican border, we could be 
able to do the same thing. And we have not done it. And, again, 
it starts at the top, with Congress approving it. 

Thank you. 

Mr. Price. Thank you. 

Mr. Calvert. 


COORDINATION 

Mr. Calvert. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

I would just like to carry on with the theme that seems to be 
coming around here, and that is coordination. Putting aside mari- 
juana, crack cocaine, heroin, or methamphetamine, I don’t want to 
dwell on it, but it seems to me thousands of people’s lives have 
been lost to methamphetamine and thousands of families destroyed 
because of drugs, including cocaine and certainly heroin and the 
rest of it. It is a poison that is affecting our country. 

Our jails in California are jammed full of prisoners. We can’t get 
more prisoners in our jails. As a matter of fact, we are going to 
have to do a release, apparently, of so-called nonviolent criminals 
in order to get more room for the criminals, many of which, if not 
the majority, are drug-related. 

And there is a lot of cash involved in this. And we are talking 
about corruption in Mexico, but when you have this much money, 
as Mr. Rogers indicated, $25 billion approximately, in profits from 
this drug trade supposedly moving back south to Mexico, I suspect 
a lot of it stays in the United States. 
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And while we are doing this coordination, I remember back years 
ago when we had the problems in south Florida with the Colom- 
bian drug trade, the U.S. Treasury had a lot to do with stopping 
that trafficking by using their ability to go after the cash and go 
after the individuals who were distributing both the drugs and 
hoarding the cash and sending it back to Colombia. What efforts 
are we doing to work with Treasury and other agencies to go after 
these folks and to capture them? 

Ms. Forman. If I can address that, Congressman, I actually was 
around during the 1980s when Miami had that influx of cash, and 
we are using a lot of the same tools. We work in partnership with 
Treasury. ICE, through the Homeland Security Act, has adopted all 
the authorities necessary to go work with our partners at CBP to 
go after the money that fuels this criminal activity. 

We are using the Bank Secrecy Act. We are using the new au- 
thorities under the PATRIOT Act to go after bulk cash smuggling, 
which actually criminalized the smuggling of currency outside this 
country. And the number-one requirement is those criminal organi- 
zations who obviously will not report that money going 

BULK CASH SMUGGLING 

Mr. Calvert. Let me ask quickly, on this bulk cash smuggling, 
is that primarily going across the border by land, or is it going by 
air, or is it going by sea, or all of the above? 

Ms. Forman. All of the above. 

Mr. Calvert. Is it going back into Mexico, or is it going to other 
third-party countries? 

Ms. Forman. Some of it is staying in Mexico. Some of it is being 
transferred through Central and South America. 

Mr. Calvert. Some of it is staying in the United States being 
laundered into other so-called legitimate enterprises? 

Ms. Forman. Yes, yes. Some of it is being disguised in what we 
refer to as trade-based money laundering, where legitimate goods 
are being used and purchased by corrupt individuals and exported 
into Mexico and other countries. 

PUBLIC OFFICIALS’ CORRUPTION 

Mr. Calvert. So this corruption is not just affecting Mexico, it 
is affecting the United States, there is too much money out there. 
Has there been evidence that you have been able to obtain where 
any public officials have been contaminated by this? 

Ms. Forman. Not to the best of my recollection. Oftentimes the 
products themselves in this trade-based money laundering 
scheme — the manufacturers and the importers are willingly selling 
to third parties when they don’t know that the origin of the funds 
are actually from narcotics or some other illicit activity. 

AIR AND MARINE OPERATIONS CENTER 

Mr. Calvert. Any other comments from the rest of the panel? 

One of the things I want to mention, AMOC is in my congres- 
sional district at the March Air Reserve Base. You mentioned the 
use of ultralights and this technology, and Chairman Lewis men- 
tioned the problems of not using helicopters. 
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Wouldn’t helicopters be helpful in these ultralights? I imagine 
you can see them, but there is not a lot you can do when they are 
flying by. Would helicopters be helpful if you had that equipment 
on the scene? 

Chief Aguilar. Yes, sir, we do have helicopters; of course we 
could always use more. The capability to detect those ultralights 
flying through our borders is what we are working towards also. 

Mr. Calvert. Could we improve the technology at AMOC to have 
low-altitude detection? 

Chief Aguilar. They are looking at that, but we believe our best 
shot at it is going to be through our SBI technology that will cover 
that gap that exists currently between what AMOC can do and 

ultralights 

Mr. Calvert. Now, what are they primarily putting on these 
ultralights, is it people or drugs? 

Chief Aguilar. Narcotics. 

Mr. Calvert. So if they are putting them on ultralights, high- 
priced narcotics. What is the primary drug that is on these ultra- 
lights? 

Chief Aguilar. What we have seen is marijuana on the southern 
border. 

Mr. Calvert. Marijuana? 

Chief Aguilar. Yes. 

Mr. Calvert. They don’t put methamphetamine, heroin? 

Chief Aguilar. Not that we have seen yet. Of course, we know 
that there are others that we just have not 

Mr. Calvert. What is your capture rate on these ultralights, is 
it pretty low? 

Chief Aguilar. Capture rate? We have radar readings. I think 
we have apprehended all of about six. I don’t have the most up-to- 
date numbers on the actual radar readings. I can get that for you. 

Mr. Calvert. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I would like to have 
that. 

[The information follows:] 

For FY 2009, there have been a total of 3 ultralights seized. All were transporting 
marijuana. The remains of a 4th ultralight was found, which had been modified to 
transport narcotics. However, no narcotics were discovered at the scene and it is be- 
lieved that they had already been loaded up and removed. 


Date seized 


Amount of drug on board 


10/08/2008 ... 
11/28/2008 ... 
12/23/2008 ... 


223 lbs marijuana 
140 lbs marijuana 
350 lbs marijuana 


Mr. Price. Thank you. 

Mr. Rodriguez. 

COORDINATION WITH ATF 
Mr. Rodriguez. Thank you very much. 

And let me apologize. I had a death in the family. I just flew in 
just now. 

But, first of all, let me thank you for what you have been doing. 
And I represent more the border than anybody else in Congress. 
And what is occurring in my area, at least on our side of the bor- 
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der, has been really much more than what we had seen in the past, 
and it is pretty safe in comparison to what I hear about other 
places. 

I represent Eagle Pass, and they have a pretty good relationship 
with Piedras Negras. I represent Del Rio, and we have a pretty 
good relationship with Acuna. And we have had some little troubles 
there in Presidio a little bit in terms of with the flood and other 
things, but, you know. And, of course, I have parts of El Paso, but 
not the inner-city. In that area, things seem to be going okay. The 
Border Patrol has a good presence, and it has been beefing up. The 
beefing-up has definitely made a difference, at least in that specific 
area. 

And I know that one of the questions that I would have is there 
were three bridges that were closed, that were small, that were not 
official openings, that create some kind of difficulty, not only in 
terms of trade but also just communication with the other side, the 
ones in Lajitas, Lindalu, Boquillas, where people were having dia- 
logue before. You know, I have lived on the border all my life. We 
would go across and eat and come back. We don’t do that anymore, 
mainly because of the time consumption and other problems that 
exist now. 

And so, I think what has happened now is that — and if we are 
going to displace blame, we all need to take responsibility, includ- 
ing the Congress and the Administration and previous Administra- 
tion, and that is that we need to have more dialogue with Mexico 
and we need to work closely with Mexico in a variety of different 
ways. We have started to do that. It hasn’t happened as much as 
I would like to see it, because it is our number-one training partner 
for Texas, and I hear that it is the same thing for California and 
number three for the Nation. So we have to make sure that we 
keep trade flowing, but at the same time making sure that the car- 
tels don’t win in Mexico. 

I wanted to ask you about your coordination with ATF. I worked 
hard, along with Senator Hutchison, to get some money there to 
ATF and cut the guns going south. We know that Mexico does not 
allow for their citizens to be able to have guns the way they do, 
and those guns are flowing south. We know money is flowing south 
from the sale of drugs. And we know that we are part of that prob- 
lem; we have an appetite for drugs. I don’t know what it is; they 
have estimated $50 billion to $80 billion appetite that we have. 
And so they are filling that appetite illegally. 

And so, how do we begin to put a stop to that money flowing 
back, those guns flowing back, and those drugs coming in, as well 
as developing those relationships that I think are essential for us 
to secure our borders? 

Ms. Forman. Congressman, if I could address that, thank you for 
your question. I think the border enforcement security task forces 
are a very good start, a very good platform for a multi-agency, com- 
prehensive approach to attacking both currency smuggling as well 
as weapon smuggling. 

In response to your question regarding our relationship with 
ATF, we have a very good relationship with ATF. We coordinate 
regularly. Our Armas Cruzadas initiative, targeting weapons going 
south, is done jointly with ATF. We are in the process of renegoti- 
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ating a memorandum of understanding with ATF. And we are 
working side by side. There are participants in these Border En- 
forcement Security Task Forces. 

So we are using all the authorities of federal, state, and local. 
And what makes these BESTs more unique is the fact that we ac- 
tually have Mexican participation in five of our BEST on the south- 
west border. And there is constant flow of communication, real- 
time communication. 

Mr. Rogers. Will the gentleman yield briefly on that point? 

Mr. Rodriguez. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rogers. The only agency that has authority to prosecute 
arms cases for being smuggled out of the U.S. is ICE in the Depart- 
ment of Homeland Security. ATF is an inside-the-U.S. operation. 
ICE could prosecute those smuggling weapons outside the country. 
And I don’t think ICE is doing a doggone thing about it. 

Mr. Rodriguez. When you talk about the coordination in that 
area, you know, would you respond to that comment that was 
made? 

Ms. Forman. Yes. We currently have eight Border Enforcement 
Security Task Forces on the southwest border, 12 in totality na- 
tionwide. ATF are participants, actually sitting side by side with 
ICE and our other federal, state, and local partners. 

Mr. Rodriguez. Who is prosecuting the one that came out in the 
New York Times regarding the Phoenix gun sale of those guns that 
were found, you know, that occurred in Mexico? 

Ms. Forman. That case is being worked jointly between the Spe- 
cial Agent in Charge Office in Arizona and the Mexican Govern- 
ment. Our office in Arizona shared that information with the Mexi- 
can federal police in order for them to effect that enforcement ac- 
tion. 

Mr. Rodriguez. Okay. Now, that is the first one that I hear at 
least — and I apologize, there might be others — but that is the first 
one I hear that is, you know, mainly because it was publicized. Are 
there any others that are occurring as we speak? 

Ms. Forman. Yes. We have a number of cases that we are work- 
ing jointly with the Mexican Government, in a number of forums. 
I can get you a list of those investigations, but we have quite a few. 

Mr. Rodriguez. What do we need to do to help you get the job 
done? 

Ms. Forman. First, I would like to thank Congress for the fund- 
ing that they provided for the Border Enforcement Security Task 
Forces in 2008. I think this is a very strong platform, multi-agency. 
The Secretary has identified the Border Enforcement Security Task 
Forces. They are our response to the Joint Terrorist Task Force, in 
terms of identifying and working and targeting organizations in- 
volved in trans-border crime. 

Mr. Rodriguez. If I can ask you maybe later on to give us some 
feedback on some recommendations that might be needed if there 
are some gaps in those areas, okay? 

Thank you. 

Mr. Price. Thank you. 

Mr. Carter. 
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TRACKING THE MONEY 

Mr. Carter. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

My office gives me clippings of things of interest. And yesterday 
it was an article about a man who was shot in a prominent and 
popular, according to the Houston Chronicle, restaurant, shot 
exiting this restaurant by drug cartels. He was shot dead in the 
street. And he just happened to be innocent; he wasn’t the guy they 
were hunting. But they were told to shoot somebody who had on 
a Dallas Cowboys sweatshirt, and this guy, unfortunately, he and 
his family came out, and he was shot dead in front of a very pop- 
ular restaurant, according to the Houston paper. 

They know it was a drug hit because, a day later, in an apart- 
ment, the man they were hunting, they really were going to shoot, 
opened the door and was shot three times in the head, which is 
pretty much a standard-hit-type shot by anybody that is shooting 
somebody. 

Now, I was born and raised in Houston, so, as far as I am con- 
cerned, it has spilled across the border, okay. 

Now, I have a couple of questions that I just don’t understand. 
If there is $60 billion to $80 billion worth of money being made 
from drug trafficking, you are not telling me they are packing $60 
billion or $80 billion worth of money across that border in cash. It 
can’t be done. It is too bulky. It is worse than marijuana, okay? So 
somebody is wiring money someplace if that kind of money is mov- 
ing, okay? 

If there is $60 billion to $80 billion moving, is anybody doing 
anything about tracking the money? And how are you tracking the 
money. 

Ms. Forman. Congressman, ICE, in conjunction with CBP and 
our other Federal partners, are tracking the money. We have recog- 
nized for over 30 years that the lifeblood of any criminal organiza- 
tion is the money. And there are various ways to move that money. 

Due to the stringent regulations now required by the traditional 
banking and nontraditional banking under the Bank Secrecy Act 
and other legislation, these criminals are being forced to use more 
riskier means. In conjunction with our partners, with CBP, we 
have seized millions upon millions of dollars in bulk currency on 
our Nation’s highways heading south, as well as at the border and 
the ports of entry. 

Yes, there are other ways. There is trade-based money laun- 
dering. There are other ways to disguise the origins of the funds, 
which we have also developed initiatives to address, such as our 
Trade Transparency Units working in conjunction with our Federal 
partners, to include Mexico. 

Mr. Carter. I understand we toss around “billions,” around here, 
like honey bees. But the facts are, the numbers that we just heard 
said three times, because I have been listening, is $60 billion to 
$80 billion — with a “B,” billion dollars. So $100 million is a very 
small portion of $1 billion. And if there are $60 billion or $80 bil- 
lion, somebody is moving money somewhere besides hauling it 
across the border. 

Another question I have, because this came to me from a 
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Mr. Lewis. Excuse me. Before you leave that — the Judge is 
touching on a very, very important item. If there are ways that the 
law needs to be changed or regs need to be changed to strengthen 
your hand to better coordinate with CBP and other agencies, our 
intelligence agencies — the money is fundamental. To be happy with 
$100 million that may have been stopped doesn’t even begin to 
touch $23 billion a year, for example. One way or another, this 
needs to be a war on money that relates to drugs, because our kids 
are being killed, let alone worrying about Mexico. Thank you. 

PLANS FOR MASS MIGRATION TO U.S. 

Mr. Carter. A National Guardsman from Texas rode in the air- 
plane with me up here to Washington, and we were talking about 
the border. He had just been stationed working down on the border 
with the Texas National Guard. He said that they have a pool 
going for when the first RPG will be fired in the United States. 
And I imagine you may have heard about that. 

The question is, there are people that are working that border 
who think that somebody will shoot an RPG in the United States 
in the near future, which means a war has moved across our bor- 
der. They also are afraid that, if it goes westerly, as we say in 
Texas, down there in the northern part of Mexico, it is going to be 
a war. And when it does, a lot of people are going to trek across 
the border, by the thousands or maybe even millions. Joining those 
people will be people who want to come anyway. 

Do we have any contingency plan to deal with the possible re- 
ality that Mexico blows up and people start walking across the bor- 
der, saying, “I want to be saved from this violence down here” by 
the millions? Do we have any plans working on that? 

Mr. Ahern. I will offer one thought, and then others may want 
to go ahead and add to it. 

I know that previously Secretary Chertoff, going back to June of 
this past year, chartered a group to actually come up with contin- 
gency plans for each one of our locations along the border. So every 
single one of our ports of entry, every one of our southwest border 
stations and sectors actually have contingency plans if we start to 
see triggers occurring south of the border that could indicate there 
might be a mass exodus from Mexico or a running gun battle, if 
you will, coming across that border, or this predicted RPG coming 
north. 

So we have actually put those plans in place, and they are very 
detailed at this point in time at each one of the locations, so that 
we have a various tiered approach, if you will. And we have pre- 
sented this to Secretary Napolitano within the first couple weeks 
of her arrival, as well, and we are continuing to enhance it upon 
her request. 

What do we actually need to do to bring additional resources 
within, first, the first responders, if you will, Customs and Border 
Protection at the border. That is, kind of, the first tier of the plan. 
That is then offset by ICE additional resources. We are talking 
about a special response team, we are talking about our equiva- 
lence of SWAT teams that we have within the DHS portfolio. 

A critical piece of this going forward is the State and local gov- 
ernments, as well, that are frequently our first responders or addi- 
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tional reinforcements that come in right away. We have seen it 
when we have had some of the shootings over in Columbus, New 
Mexico, and when we had some of the shootings over in Palomas, 
just going back last summer as well. They are there constantly to 
go ahead and reinforce our efforts in those particular environ- 
ments. 

Then a lot of it then falls on the back of the State governments, 
what more can they bring to the fight through their department of 
public security or the National Guard, if necessary, depending on 
how things tier going forward. 

So those have been very thoughtfully considered at this point, 
and those plans are ready. And, in fact, we had an incident going 
back a couple weeks ago where we actually exercised it based on 
a piece of intelligence that we are fortunate didn’t develop. 

Mr. Carter. Do you think that, if you call up the Guard, you will 
give them bullets this time, if that happens? 

Mr. Ahern. Depending on what point in time you are talking 
about, they would certainly be armed and ready to go, sir. 

Mr. Carter. Thank you. 

Mr. Price. Thank you. 

Mrs. Lowey. 

receipt of overseas passenger lists 

Mrs. Lowey. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Before I get to my question — and I apologize that I was next door 
at another hearing on Mexico — I just want to make one point, Mr. 
Ahern, since you are before us. 

Chairman Price and I toured JFK Airport in New York. While 
CBP’s screening operation for visitors is very impressive, it did not 
receive passenger lists for incoming overseas flights until 30 min- 
utes before takeoff, which leaves CBP offices a small window of 
time to run passenger names against the terrorist screening data- 
base. 

Incoming sea vessels must provide CBP information at least 24 
hours in advance. Airplanes should be no different. If the informa- 
tion must be provided at some point, why not do so 24 hours in ad- 
vance? 

Mr. Ahern, if you can just say “yes” or “no,” do you think it 
should be? And then I will go on to my relevant question. 

Mr. Ahern. Absolutely I do not think so in the air environment. 
You would cripple the airline industry, because they have a lot of 
last-minute travelers who actually do come. 

What I think is a better solution is the Advance Quick Query, 
known as AQQ, where, as people begin the check-in process often- 
times 2 hours in advance, that we have the ability to run them in- 
dividually, versus what is currently happening when it gets 
batched and sent to us for targeting. 

One of the other things, too, for individuals who require a visa, 
that continuum begins when they go through the consular office for 
screening before they get on a plane. And now the Department has 
created the ESTA, which is the visa equivalent for individuals com- 
ing in. So we can query that before they are even given permission 
to travel in the United States. 
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So if we want to deal with an already very fragile industry, go 
ahead and tell them that they need to provide it 24 hours prior, 
you would have probably a lesser capacity than currently fly com- 
ing to the country. 

PROGRAM COORDINATION WITH MEXICO 

Mrs. Lowey. Well, I obviously strongly disagree with you, and I 
would like to continue the discussion at another time. 

But, relevant to this hearing, as you know, I just came from a 
State and Foreign Operations Subcommittee hearing on the Merida 
Initiative. And I stressed that proper oversight, accountability, and 
increased transparency were essential in the program’s implemen- 
tation. I would be interested to hear more specifically about how 
our programs will create greater transparency, address impunity, 
corruption in Mexico’s security and justice systems. 

We had a great deal of confidence in the President. He is just fo- 
cused working hard trying to develop a strong partnership. But I 
would be very interested how we measure progress to ensure the 
DHS programs are effectively being implemented and proper over- 
sight is being conducted. 

Whoever wants to respond. 

Mr. Koumans. Thank you, Congresswoman Lowey, for the oppor- 
tunity. 

I believe the hearing you may have come from is the hearing that 
the State Department is leading, is that correct? 

Mrs. Lowey. My hearing, State and Operations, right. 

Mr. Koumans. Right, yes. And the State Department, of course, 
has the lead for Merida and has asked us — well, they have also the 
lead in determining metrics. Metrics is a key part of it; trans- 
parency is, as well. And we certainly want there to be transparency 
and clarity in achieving those metrics. But the State Department 
has the lead on that, and so we have to defer to them. Obviously, 
I think we would all like to see a decline in violence. 

But one metric that will be hard to measure, but one that we 
have already started to see, is the close cooperation and partner- 
ship that we are starting to see with our Mexican counterparts. 
Going back to some of the comments that Congressman Rodriguez 
mentioned, and Congressman Lewis earlier, this is an unprece- 
dented partnership. And, as Congressman Lewis mentioned, there 
was some reluctance on the Mexican side in years gone by about 
developing this kind of, in some cases, somewhat intrusive kind of 
cooperation, where we sit down with them and talk to them about 
what exactly they are doing and how they are doing it and say, 
“Well, actually, we do it this way and maybe we can consider work- 
ing together, and let’s share some of your data, let’s take a look at 
your computer databases and see if we can work more closely to- 
gether.” 

For a country as concerned, you know — the reputation that we 
have heard here from Congressman Lewis is the concern about 
their sovereignty, this a very welcome step, but it is an unprece- 
dented step that the Mexicans have taken. 

And, to go back to Congressman Rodriguez’s comment, that the 
need to partner with Mexico and the need to recognize and to put 
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a priority on this, I, frankly, could hardly imagine a higher priority 
from Secretary Napolitano on this initiative. 

WORKING WITH MEXICO ON SECURITY REFORMS 

Mrs. Lowey. Let me just say this. As I mentioned before, I was 
very impressed with President Calderon’s commitment to institute 
the police reforms and restructure the public security system. But 
I am still interested in knowing, what do you see as the major chal- 
lenges in working with Mexico to implement these major security 
reforms? 

Mr. Koumans. Perhaps Mr. Ahern or Ms. Forman want to ad- 
dress that, as well. But I would say that there are a number of 
challenges. There are structural challenges. There are problems or 
challenges in terms of bureaucracy of what we are doing now, what 
we are in the stage of doing now. 

This may have been mentioned at the State Department’s testi- 
mony, as well. Having reached agreement with Mexico, the bilat- 
eral agreement in terms of how we would allocate and how the 
State Department would actually disburse the funds, we are now 
at the stage of going line by line through the various proposed 
projects and identifying, sort of, team leaders, the experts in 
whether it be databases or whether it be a weapons issue or the 
nonintrusive inspection equipment that CBP is expected to have a 
key part in leading, just sitting down with them and identifying 
the people on each side to actually go through this. 

And there are considerable challenges, sort of, bureaucratically 
with the Mexicans. But we are making steady progress. And we 
have full confidence that, by fall, that virtually all of it we are look- 
ing at now will be well on the way to being implemented. 

TRACKING TERRORIST FINANCING 

Mrs. Lowey. And lastly, Ms. Forman, your testimony mentions 
ICE has worked to attack the criminal proceeds that fund criminal 
organizations. Does ICE work with the Treasury Department of- 
fices that track terrorist financing? 

Ms. Forman. Yes, we do. We have a key role, working with 
Treasury, in the PCC, the Council on Terrorist Financing. And we 
contribute a lot in terms of bulk cash smuggling. As a matter of 
fact, under the Financial Action Task Force, working side by side 
with Treasury, they have adopted as one of the key elements cash 
courier and the targeting of cash couriers throughout the world. 

Mrs. Lowey. Thank you. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Or should I go on? 

Mr. Price. No. We will move right along. Thank you. 

Mr. Culberson. 

MERIDA PROGRAM FUNDING AND PROJECT LIST 

Mr. Culberson. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

If I could, Mr. Koumans, would you please provide me with a 
snapshot of the amount of money in the Merida Initiative and that 
list of proposed projects that you are going line by line through? 
And my legislative director, Jeff Morehouse, is right here. He will 
work with your staff. Could we have a copy of that right away? I 



423 


would like to know what the proposed projects are and where you 
are today with that money, in written form. Thank you very much. 

[Clerk’s note. — Information provided in response to this inquiry 
is classified as “For Official Use Only” and has been retained in 
Committee files.] 


NUMBER OF PEOPLE INTERCEPTED 

Also, I want to ask Chief Aguilar, Chief, out of every 100 people 
that cross the border illegally for whatever purpose, how many, on 
average, on the southern border are intercepted? 

Is it my understanding, as a general rule, from working closely 
with you — and I just can’t tell you how much I appreciate the work 
that all of you guys do. We admire you immensely. You truly are 
in our prayers on a daily basis. You are on the front lines of an 
undeclared war unlike any we have ever seen on the southern bor- 
der, on a scale certainly unlike anything we have ever seen on the 
southern border probably since 1916. 

And I think we are at the point today when we need to send an- 
other “Black Jack” Pershing into the southern United States and 
put him in command of a true fast-reaction military force that can 
move up and down that border on the U.S. side. Because we are 
in a state of undeclared war on the southern border that has al- 
ready spilled over, and it is just utterly unrealistic to think that 
it hasn’t. 

Chief Aguilar, out of every 100 people that cross the border on 
average, how many are intercepted by U.S. law enforcement? 

Chief Aguilar. It all depends on the area where we are speaking 
to. 

Mr. Culberson. Sure. It is very different from area to area. 

Chief Aguilar. It varies. In those areas where we have effective 
control and we have operational control, things of that nature, it 
will vary anywhere from as high as 80 percent that we do appre- 
hend, where we have means of measuring how many got away from 
us at that immediate tier. 

But, of course, we have a defense-in-depth tier where ICE will 
work with us, in Phoenix for example, make additional apprehen- 
sions. We have our checkpoints, our transportation checks and 
things of that nature. 

We have other areas, unfortunately, where we need to gain 
greater control. And our effectiveness rate, which is what we call 
it, is as low as 30 to 40 percent, even in those areas where we can 
tell what is crossing there. 

OPERATION STREAMLINE 

Mr. Culberson. And one of the areas that is most effective, Mr. 
Chairman and Mr. Rogers, that we have talked about before in the 
committee, that I have had the pleasure of working with my 
friends, Ciro Rodriguez and Henry Cuellar, in Del Rio and Laredo, 
we have implemented with support of the Border Patrol in imple- 
menting Operation Streamline, which is a zero-tolerance policy 
strongly supported by the local community because the crime rate 
has just dropped, as Ciro said. 

In the Del Rio area, for example, Ciro, you have seen over a 60 
percent decline. 
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Mr. Rodriguez. I can only speak for my district. I don’t include 
any other cities. But in my area it has been working, and they 
have done a tremendous job in that area. And still there are some 
things that need to be occurring. And the resources to the local 
communities there have been extremely helpful. 

Mr. Culberson. And I am happy to yield back and share my 
time with you, Ciro, on this, because it is a great success story. 

This is, Mr. Chairman, the win-win solution that I think we are 
looking for, is this program that is operating in Mr. Rodriguez’s 
district, Operation Streamline. 

It has the effect of, Ciro, the crime rate has dropped dramatically 
in Del Rio. In the Laredo area, you have seen a dramatic drop in 
the crime rate. And it is simply because the law is being enforced, 
existing law. We have sent you some additional recourses. 

But the effect has been, Chief, isn’t it correct, in the Del Rio 
area, you are at that essentially 80 to 90 percent arrest rate? 

Chief Aguilar. Yes, sir. I would qualify that as one of those 
areas, yes. 

Mr. Culberson. In the Del Rio sector. And then in the Laredo 
sector, where we also have Operation Streamline ramping up, 
aren’t you at about a 50 or 60 percent arrest rate? 

Chief Aguilar. About 60. 

Mr. Culberson. Sixty percent in Laredo. 

It is win-win, Mr. Chairman. The local community is very sup- 
portive because their kids can play in the streets again. And we are 
working on getting it rolled out in the Rio Grande Valley. 

Chief Aguilar. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Culberson. You are at about a 25 to 30 percent arrest rate 
down there so far. 

Chief Aguilar. In some areas, yes. 

Mr. Culberson. In the Rio Grande Valley. But it is cranking up. 

Now, as you move further west, Mr. Chairman, in the west Texas 
area, which Ciro also represents, some of that rugged mountain 
country, there is not as many people crossing because it is a big 
country and very hot. 

But, now, as you move further west, and of course in the El Paso 
sector, what is the arrest rate in El Paso? 

Chief Aguilar. In El Paso proper right now, it is probably sitting 
between 50 and 60 to 65 percent. New Mexico, which is part of El 
Paso sector, is actually higher. It is probably closer to 70 to 75 per- 
cent. 

Mr. Culberson. In where? 

Chief Aguilar. In New Mexico. 

Mr. Culberson. In New Mexico, right. Now, then we move into 
the Lordsburg — that is the Lordsburg sector? 

Chief Aguilar. That includes Lordsburg. 

operation streamline cont’d 

Mr. Culberson. That is Lordsburg. 

Now, the sector just immediately to the west, the Tucson sector, 
is a real problem, Mr. Chairman. And this is one that I have been 
out and personally visited with and we have talked to the com- 
mittee about before. 
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And this has not changed, to my knowledge, Chief. It may have 
improved a little bit. But you remember, just 12 months ago, when 
I visited the Tucson sector — this is an incredible fact, Mr. Chair- 
man, to wrap up — is that if you are arrested in the Tucson sector, 
crossing into the United States illegally, carrying less than 500 
pounds of marijuana, you have a 99.6 percent chance of never 
being prosecuted and never going to jail for more than a few hours, 
which is a source of great frustration to your Border Patrol agents, 
isn’t it, Chief? 

Chief Aguilar. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Culberson. And that number has not changed much, has it? 

Chief Aguilar. No, not at this point. 

Mr. Culberson. So Tucson is wide-open? 

Chief Aguilar. Tucson is being worked. We are having our chal- 
lenges there. 

Mr. Culberson. You are doing your best, but it is the U.S. pros- 
ecutor, Mr. Chairman. And that is my other subcommittee, is Com- 
merce Justice. We are going to continue to work on that. 

The point is, Mr. Chairman, to wrap up very quickly, is that 
there are wildly different levels of enforcement. The border is wide- 
open in Tucson. We found the solution in Texas, and it is real sim- 
ple: It is law enforcement. 

SPILLOVER VIOLENCE INTO THE UNITED STATES 

Mr. Price. Thank you, sir. 

Well, we have completed the second round. There is obviously a 
lot of interest in this and a lot of Members still on the scene here, 
so we are going to undertake a third round of questioning. And we 
will try to keep the questions and, we hope, the answers maybe a 
little briefer. But, nonetheless, there is a lot left to talk about, and 
so, with your indulgence, we will move ahead. 

We earlier had a discussion, several exchanges having to do with 
the spillover of violence. And I think it is fair to say that the point 
at issue there was not whether spillover violence was occurring at 
some serious level or whether we should be concerned about it, I 
don’t think there is any question about either, but whether, in look- 
ing at the effects of the development of these drug cartels and the 
level of violence in Mexico, whether spillover violence was the only 
thing we had to be concerned about and what other ways our bor- 
der security efforts might be impeded by this development within 
Mexico, quite apart from how much of it was specifically spilling 
over into American communities. That was certainly my intention, 
and it is what I would like to pursue right now. 

And maybe the way to get at this would be to ask you to reflect 
on the recent situation in Juarez, Mexico. We have all read the 
press accounts of this terrible situation where the local chief of po- 
lice resigned after a threat from the drug cartels to assassinate a 
couple of officers every day until he resigned. And under that kind 
of extreme duress, the police chief resigned. Now, the Mexican mili- 
tary has moved in there and has some presence there. 

But maybe it would help us get a handle on this if you would 
reflect on that situation as perhaps an example of what we are 
dealing with here and the threat to our border security efforts. I 
mean, in a situation like that, how do you assess it, and how are 
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your efforts affected? Is there a power vacuum on the Mexican 
side? The military is, of course, moving in, but how are your oper- 
ations affected and your effectiveness impacted by a situation of 
that sort? 

Maybe that rather extreme example can help us understand 
what is going on here and that this isn’t merely a matter of how 
much violence literally spills over into American communities. 

Ms. Forman. Chairman, we agree with you. I mean, it is very 
difficult. There are challenges we have to face under those cir- 
cumstances. That is why we recognize this to be a shared responsi- 
bility. I mean, Mexico has things they need to do, and we have 
things we need to do on the southwest border and our interior of- 
fices to address the vulnerabilities that are allowing the drug 
trade, the weapons to go out, the money to go out. 

And that is why we, collectively, and not just in the United 
States, have to work closely with our partners in Mexico to address 
in totality the entire picture. ICE and DHS all have offices in Mex- 
ico, working with the Mexican Government. We have units we 
work with. We have border liaison offices. We have created secure 
networks to share timely information with our Mexican counter- 
parts and for them to share with us timely, so we can take a com- 
prehensive law enforcement approach in addressing some of these 
problems. But it is a challenge. 

Mr. Price. Well, that is clearly an alarming situation, where, in 
this case, the local police leadership was intimidated into resigning 
and removing from the scene. Are we in any position to offer assur- 
ances and to somehow work more effectively with authorities up 
and down the line in Mexico to prevent that kind of outcome? Be- 
cause it seems to me this outcome sends all the wrong signals, 
quite apart from the situation it may create on the ground. 

TYPES OF BORDER VIOLENCE 

Chief Aguilar. Mr. Chairman, we work very closely, whether it 
is Border Patrol officers at the ports of entry, ICE, ATF, and every- 
body else. We work very closely with the Government of Mexico. 

I think one of the challenges that we are facing is the type of vio- 
lence. I talk about defining the border violence that we talk about. 
Right now, to our good fortune, as Americans, I believe that most 
of the violence that we are seeing on the south side is what we call 
DTO-on-DTO, drug-trafficking organization on drug-trafficking or- 
ganization. And then it spills over into the chiefs of police and 
things of this nature, which of course is not a good thing. 

The second type of violence that we see is assaults against our 
officers, whether it is a Border Patrol agent between the ports of 
entry or an officer at the port of entry or a state and local or tribal 
officer, because we have had all of those attacked to some degree 
over this timeline. 

And then we are very sensitive to the potential migration that 
is going to happen, whether it is legal or illegally, because of the 
violence that is stemming in Mexico. 

The spillover that I think we have to be very careful with in en- 
gaging correctly is a quality-of-life issue. That spillover that Rank- 
ing Member Rogers talked about and that the gentleman men- 
tioned from North Carolina, I think that is a spillover of that drug- 
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trafficking organization culture in carrying out what it is they are 
doing in our country. That is very unacceptable also. 

Mr. Price. Absolutely. And, as Mr. Rogers stressed, the number, 
750, of persons arrested all over this country with this operation 
accelerated. That is a number that gets one’s attention. I mean, 
that counts as serious penetration. 

SYNERGY BETWEEN ALL AGENCIES 

Chief Aguilar. And the only thing — I know that the question 
was asked earlier, what more can we do comprehensively. It has 
to be a comprehensive approach, where every applicable law, regu- 
lation, statute, or policy synergizes to the degree that we can for 
focus on that border. Because it all comes down to the border. It 
is that synergy between ATF, ICE, DEA, us, every other three-let- 
ter agency out there that can apply not just to existing laws, rules, 
and regulations, but the policies and how we focus those resources. 

Now, that is domestically and, very importantly — and this is a lot 
harder to do, in my opinion — internationally, to gain all the effi- 
ciencies and create that density of effort to fight against those car- 
tels, these criminal organizations. 

INTERAGENCY CHALLENGE OF GUN RUNNING 

Mr. Price. I want to turn to Mr. Rogers, because we do need to 
move along here. But, just again, reflecting on earlier discussion, 
the obvious interagency challenge of the gun-running and gun- 
smuggling headed the other way is one that I don’t think we 
achieved a very satisfactory resolution of here this morning, in 
terms of our understanding. And it clearly is a challenge to the 
Secretary and to the administration going forward. 

So I simply want to stress that, yes, there is ATF jurisdiction, 
there is CBP jurisdiction, there is also ICE jurisdiction over the 
smuggling per se. And so a lot of this does reside — a lot of this re- 
sponsibility is going to reside within DHS. And, to the extent the 
smuggling of these weapons is a major component of this inter- 
agency challenge, then it is going to — you know, the buck does 
stop, I think, with your Department and with the Secretary. And, 
of course, it is encouraging that she understands that and has an- 
nounced her intention to take this on. 

Mr. Koumans. If I may, Mr. Chairman, I think that might lead 
directly to — well, I thought it would be appropriate to add to 
what — or to capture some of our conversation in the way that Sec- 
retary Napolitano expressed it, which is a four-step process. 

First is working more closely than ever with State and local law 
enforcement. And, obviously, having just come from being a Gov- 
ernor of a border State, it is something that she feels very strongly 
about and something that we have started to ramp up in the recent 
days and weeks. 

Second is working more closely than ever with Mexico, and we 
see that day to day. And that is also where Merida comes in and 
the capacity building, the assistance there. So that we hope that 
in the coming months and years that we will be better positioned 
to deal with the situation as you explained it, the unsatisfactory 
situation of where they feel under such pressure. 
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The third step is the southbound issue, weapons and cash head- 
ing south and the ramping up of that. 

And fourth is the contingency plan that Mr. Ahern already ex- 
plained. 

Mr. Price. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Rogers. 

Mr. Rogers. Well, thank you. 

JIATF TASK FORCE MODEL 

And it has been mentioned here in passing, sort of, the JIATF 
task force in Key West, which we have had for several years, trying 
to manage the war against drugs in the Caribbean — a coordinated 
effort between all of the relevant agencies, which has been very 
greatly successful. 

I hope these BEST initiatives, the Border Enforcement Security 
Task Force, I hope they are modeled on the JIATF task force in 
Key West. Is it or not? 

Ms. Forman. It is modeled in the sense that it is multi-agency 
and it is a comprehensive approach. It is also modeled on the Joint 
Terrorist Task Forces, applying all the authorities of its partici- 
pants to go after 


ASSAULT WEAPONS 

Mr. Rogers. Well, I hope so. You have ICE, you have Border 
Protection, you have DEA, ATF, FBI, Coast Guard, U.S. Attorney’s 
Office, and so on, and the Justice Department. That is a good start. 
I just hope that it is funded to the level it needs to be. 

Now, the fiscal 2010 budget, I am told, will reportedly include 
$45 million enhancement for ICE and CBP to address the outbound 
smuggling of weapons and bulk cash. I am not sure that is enough. 
But that initiative builds on the success of what was called Oper- 
ation Armas Cruzadas, which was an ICE-led, bilateral, Mexico- 
American law enforcement and intelligence-sharing operation be- 
tween ATF and Mexican law enforcement. 

So maybe there is help on the way. Everyone is saying, and it 
is true, we will not solve this thing without across-the-government 
cooperation within the U.S. Government and within the Mexican 
Government. And I can’t say enough about how good I feel about 
the President of Mexico and the job he is tackling. 

But, now, bear in mind, apparently the heavy volume of ship- 
ments of weapons from the U.S. are apparently small weapons, 
handguns, but the cartels are relying upon the use of Chinese as- 
sault rifles and AK-47s, neither of which can be purchased legally 
in the U.S. Am I correct on that? Does anyone have a fact on it? 

Ms. Forman. The assault weapons are not legally purchased in 
the United States. 

Mr. Rogers. Right. Do we know whether or not the heavy weap- 
ons that the drug cartels are using in Mexico are Chinese-made? 

Ms. Forman. There are some Chinese-made weapons also being 
utilized. 

Mr. Rogers. Well, now, are there any American heavy assault 
weapons being used? 

Ms. Forman. I would have to go back and research that for you. 

Mr. Rogers. Surely you know. 
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Ms. Forman. There are U.S.-made weapons being used, in addi- 
tion to Chinese- and Israeli-made weapons. That is what we have 
seen in some of the seizures, yes. 

Mr. Rogers. Do you know how they got there, where they came 
from? 

Ms. Forman. Some of them were purchased here in the United 
States. 

Mr. Rogers. Illegally. 

Ms. Forman. Illegally. 

Mr. Rogers. And ICE has jurisdiction for that very crime, do 
they not? 

Ms. Forman. For the export, yes, yes, we do. 

Mr. Rogers. And what is ICE doing about it? 

Ms. Forman. ICE has established initiatives to address, in part- 
nership with our federal, state, and local and foreign partners, the 
export of these weapons as well as the bulk currency. And we have 
done that in many platforms, using the Border Enforcement Secu- 
rity Task Forces, using intel. Armas Cruzadas was based on an 
intel-driven, strategic-type information, working with ICE intel, the 
Department information and intelligence, and CBP’s intel, to go 
after those vulnerabilities that are supplying these types of weap- 
ons. 

And that was phase one of Armas Cruzadas. Phase two is the im- 
plementation, the enforcement arm of those individuals who are 
purchasing or having other individuals purchase these type of 
weapons. 


ARMAS CRUZADAS 

Mr. Rogers. Well, we know that — or we think that there will be 
a $45 million enhancement requested in the 2010 budget to fight 
this very thing. But there needs to be enhancements to the other 
agencies — State, Justice, and so on, maybe DOD. We don’t know 
whether they are going to be enhanced or not, do we? 

But CNN reported just the other day that the President, Presi- 
dent Obama, and the chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, Admiral 
Mullen, met this past Saturday to discuss options for assistance to 
Mexico from the U.S. military, with specific interest by the Presi- 
dent in surveillance technology, among other things. 

Do you know anything about that, any of you? 

Well, it is time for our agencies to work together, because we are 
confronted with a massive problem, and we all admit that. And 
with a country that is as important as Mexico is to us, for any 
number of reasons but including economically — almost a fourth of 
all of the inbound containers into the U.S. come out of Mexico. It 
is an enormous trading partner. It is a strategic partner. It is the 
place where terrorists can try to gain entry to infiltrate into the 
U.S., so it is a national security matter. 

And I want to — actually, Mr. Chairman, we are preaching to the 
wrong choir here. We ought to have ICE before us, and we ought 
to have ATF and DEA and law enforcement agencies. And we have 
been pummeling these poor people here today on a matter about 
which they do not have jurisdiction, by and large. 

So thank you for putting up with us today. 
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Mr. Price. That is true. But they are members, however, of a de- 
partment that, in a number of its aspects, will have the responsi- 
bility here. So we hope our concern gets transmitted. We are sure 
it will. 

Mr. Farr. 


GUNS GOING INTO MEXICO 

Mr. Farr. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

I would like to follow up on both your questions. Because what 
is different about this Subcommittee than in the past is this is a 
Subcommittee hearing about border violence, which has essentially 
increased to a point where we really haven’t been discussing that 
much in the past. We have been dealing with the cartels and the 
supply side of trying to cut off the supply. The difference here is 
now there are a lot of weapons on the border that haven’t here- 
tofore been. And they are there because of the cartels being able 
to get their drugs into this country. We buy them, and we generate 
billions of dollars for them. And a lot of those funds are turned 
around to buy weapons inside the United States. 

So the violence is — you know, we are the supply side of the guns. 
And I think none of the members have gotten a clear answer to 
that question of, what are we doing to essentially stop the U.S. gun 
cartel from going into Mexico? And I think we ought to hold up the 
request for additional money until we get a comprehensive re- 
sponse. 

What is it going to take to stop the guns from getting into Mex- 
ico? It is illegal to take them in, just like it is illegal to bring guns 
and drugs into the United States. So what are we going to do on 
our side of the border to stop guns from going into Mexico? 

And until we get what is needed — I don’t care whether it is — 
whoever writes it, I think Director Foreman perhaps, respond to 
the Subcommittee in writing on what it takes to do that, whether 
it is ATF or ICE or Border Patrol or whatever. Because the an- 
swers are that you are all working on these agreements. And that 
is not what we want to know. We want to know, what is it going 
to take to stop the guns from going that way that are illegal? 

So if you can get that in writing, I would appreciate it, and I 
think the Subcommittee would too. 

[The information follows:] 
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Rep. Farr - Whai data or information can CBP provide on the southbound flow 
of weapons? 


During the month of March, CBP created a weekly report for the Secretary of 
southbound seizures of weapons and cash. See table below. 


CBP Southbound Weekly Report 
March 10 - 17 , 2009 
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Rep. Farr - What portion of the 723,000 apprehension number overlaps with 
ICE's 440,000 detention number? 

The estimated number of apprehensions turned over to ICE DRO is 75,077. 
The number was derived from persons processed with the following 
dispositions: Warrant of Arrest / Notice to Appear, Reinstatement of an order 
of Deportation, Bag and Baggage Order of Deportation which has not been 
Executed, Administrative Deportation Order, Expedited Removal, and 
Expedited Removal with Creditable Fear. 
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But I really want to shift my questions to the commissioner re- 
garding — in your testimony, you said that you apprehended 
720,000 people last year. ICE told us the other day that they de- 
tain 440,000. Are those the same people? Are we counting them 
twice? You are counting them as apprehendees and they are count- 
ing them as detainees? 


APPREHENSIONS 

Chief Aguilar. The 723,000 that I pointed out was the apprehen- 
sions between the ports of entry by the United States Border Patrol 
last year. 

Mr. Farr. Okay. And how many of those led to conviction? 

Chief Aguilar. There was prosecutions of some of those. 

Some of the ones that we talked about in Operation Streamline, 
I don’t have that exact number. The year before last, I believe it 
was 53,000. I will get you the numbers for last year on those. 

Mr. Farr. So we know how many we are detaining, but we don’t 
know how many we are convicting? 

Chief Aguilar. Oh, no, no. We have them. I just don’t have it 
with me. No, I can give you those figures, absolutely. 

Mr. Farr. Because if we are really trying to go after the bad 
guys, it doesn’t seem like we are detaining an awful lot of dish- 
washers rather than bad guys. 

Chief Aguilar. We are detaining a lot of people that are causing 
clutter, chaos, and vulnerability, sir, on the border, that are taking 
up the time of our officers as opposed to concentrating on the peo- 
ple that are looking to get into this country to bring us harm. That 
is why we are working to mitigate that down. 

Now, for example, we are up by about 48 percent our narcotics 
apprehensions this year. We are down by illegal immigrant appre- 
hensions by about 28 percent. Because we are not spending a lot 
of time on the illegal aliens, we are able to address the other 
threats, narcotics trafficking being one of them. 

Mr. Farr. And in the law, that is your highest priority, isn’t it? 

Chief Aguilar. Absolutely. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Farr. That is good. I would appreciate to find out how many 
we actually lead to prosecution and conviction. 

Chief Aguilar. We will get you that number. 

Mr. Farr. Thank you very much. 

[The information follows:] 

Representative Farr. Of the 723,000 apprehensions which took place in 2008, how 
many were prosecuted? 

Of the 723,000 apprehensions which took place in 2008, the Border Patrol referred 
49,971 cases for federal prosecution. Of this number, 46,671 were accepted for fed- 
eral prosecution. In addition, the Border Patrol referred 197 cases for state and local 
prosecution, of which 189 were accepted. 

What about this number, versus the you apprehend and they de- 
tain? Border Patrol apprehends 720,000; ICE detains 440,000. 

Chief Aguilar. I am not sure where that number is coming from, 
440,000. 

Mr. Farr. Well, both days, the leading witness in the opening 
statements, you know, claiming the success, ICE, they will detain 
440,000 people this year. And the issue was, you know, where are 
you going to place them and what is the process afterwards and all 



433 


that other stuff. So I just find it is kind of different that these are 
big numbers. 

And, you know, there are over a million people a year that are 
essentially brought into custody and have to be housed for a mo- 
ment or detained for a moment or apprehended and done some- 
thing with. That is a lot of volume of people. And is it really those 
numbers, or are you counting — is it you are detaining and appre- 
hending 300,000 more — the Border Patrol is apprehending 300,000 
more people than ICE is? Are they the same numbers, that is what 
I am trying to get at? 

I know they go after warrants, but they have a very failed — they 
are only getting about 20 percent of the warrants they are going 
after, and the rest is bycatch. 

Chief Aguilar. The numbers that the Border Patrol appre- 
hends — of those, certain numbers get prosecuted, which the U.S. 
Marshals then detain once prosecution occurs. 

Of that 723,000, there is another universe that is detained by 
ICE, on our behalf, for administrative deportation, administrative 
adjudication, of which goes into that 440,000, if that figure is cor- 
rect. I don’t know that figure. 

In addition to that — and I won’t speak for ICE, but ICE has their 
own investigative and apprehension activity that then they detain 
also for purposes of adjudication, administrative functions, not 
prosecutorial. 

Mr. Farr. Well, perhaps what we ought to do is get the numbers 
down as to what is apprehended and then given over to ICE. I 
mean, we shouldn’t be counting those people twice. 

Chief Aguilar. I can tell you that they are not being counted 
twice. They are for purposes of arrest versus arrest or detention 
versus detention. 

Mr. Farr. Okay, well, we will look forward to those. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Price. Thank you. 

Mr. Culberson. 

PROSECUTIONS AND ARRESTS IN TUCSON SECTOR 

Mr. Culberson. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

To follow up a little bit on Mr. Farr’s question, and if I could ask 
each of the witnesses to keep the answers as short as you can, I 
have a series of questions I need to ask, and my time is limited. 

Chief Aguilar, I wanted to continue working our way down the 
southern border. In the Tucson sector, less than — excuse me, let me 
say it this way. In the Tucson sector, 99 percent of the people ar- 
rested by either the Border Patrol or other Federal law enforce- 
ment are never prosecuted in the Tucson sector. 

Chief Aguilar. I can’t answer for others, but for Border Patrol 
that would be about correct, yes, sir. 

Mr. Culberson. Let that sink in, members. That is incredible. 
Ninety-nine percent of the people arrested by the Border Patrol in 
the Tucson sector are never prosecuted; they are immediately re- 
leased. 

Now, think about this number. Now, Chief, out of every 100 peo- 
ple that cross illegally in the Tucson sector, how many is the Bor- 
der Patrol arresting, a third? 
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Chief Aguilar. That would be a rough guess for Tucson. 

Mr. Culberson. Okay. So, think about that. We are only arrest- 
ing one out of three. And of those one out of three, 99 percent of 
those are going free and they are never prosecuted. 

So it is true, Chief, that Tucson is wide open? 

Chief Aguilar. Tucson is our most challenging sector as we 
speak, yes, sir. 

Mr. Culberson. Yes, sir. You would agree with that statement, 
the Tucson sector is wide open? 

Chief Aguilar. It is our most challenging sector, and we are 
working very hard. 

Mr. Culberson. You are very gracious and diplomatic. 

But, Mr. Chairman, the point of this is 

Chief Aguilar. I would clarify that, for prosecution purposes in 
specific, it is wide open. 

Mr. Culberson. And that is what matters. As the word gets out, 
these guys are not the brightest bulbs in the world, but they figure 
out real quick if they go to my friend Ciro Rodriguez’s district and 
they cross into Del Rio, they are going to be hammered and they 
are going to be arrested. Eighty percent of the people that cross in 
the Del Rio sector are arrested and prosecuted, and they are de- 
ported. And, of course, women and children, Sam, these guys use 
good common sense. They are not throwing women and children in 
jail. They are doing this as good, thoughtful law enforcement offi- 
cers should, and with the support of the local community. 

In the Laredo sector, they have a 60 percent now arrest and 
prosecution rate. And that is of everybody crossing. I mean, every- 
body — you guys are picking up almost everybody. 

Chief Aguilar. In the areas where we are focusing on 

ARRESTS AND PROSECUTIONS IN YUMA 

Mr. Culberson. That is right. You are picking up almost every- 
body. West Texas, again, that is big open country. 

Now, in the Yuma sector, you have implemented Operation 
Streamline, and you are at close to 80 to 90 percent arrest and 
prosecution rate in Yuma. Is that correct? 

Chief Aguilar. Actually, in Yuma, that is our pride when it 
comes to prosecution programs. About 98% of persons apprehended 
are delivered a consequence other than a voluntary return. 

Mr. Culberson. Okay. And 98 percent of the people appre- 
hended are prosecuted in the Yuma sector. You think, again, you 
are intercepting about a third of those that cross? 

Chief Aguilar. In the Yuma sector, we are a lot more effective. 
We are probably at about 90 percent. Yuma has a 90% enforcement 
rate — includes apprehension and turn back. 

ARREST RATE IN IMPERIAL VALLEY 

Mr. Culberson. Mr. Chairman, that is astonishing. They are ar- 
resting nine out of 10 people that are crossing Yuma and a 98 per- 
cent prosecution rate. 

Now, moving right next door, in Imperial Valley sector, what is 
your arrest rate? And, of those arrested, what is the prosecution 
rate? ELC arrest rate — 66% 08 ELC prosecution rate — FY08 0.4% 
FY09— 0.5% 65% 09 YTD 
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Chief Aguilar. I don’t have that figure with me, sir. 

Mr. Culberson. It is pretty low. 

Chief Aguilar. It is low. I don’t have that figure. 

PROSECUTION RATE IN SAN DIEGO SECTOR 

Mr. Culberson. It is very low. 

And in the San Diego sector, other than where the area where 
the fence is, of those that you arrest, what percentage are pros- 
ecuted? 

Chief Aguilar. San Diego, I would have to get that back to you. 
In San Diego zones 8 through 15 the Border Patrol had a 50% con- 
sequence tate (other than a local voluntary return) to aliens appre- 
hended within those zones. 

[The information follows:] 

Representative Culberson. For the areas in the San Diego Sector that does not 
have any infrastructure, what is the apprehension rate? Of that amount, what per- 
centage is convicted? 

CBP can only provide apprehension statistics by sector, not areas within the sec- 
tor that have or do not have infrastructure. In FY 2008, San Diego Sector Border 
Patrol made 162,390 apprehensions. CBP does not compile conviction rates, DOJ 
would have those statistics. However, we do know that in our priority enforcement 
area in the San Diego Sector, 50% of the illegal aliens apprehended in FY 2008 suf- 
fered a consequence other than a voluntary return to Mexico, which could have in- 
cluded prosecution and conviction. 

OPERATION STREAMLINE 

Mr. Culberson. Okay. If I could, Chief — and my time is limited, 
and I got one or two follow-ups, Mr. Chairman, and I can wrap this 
up for the subcommittee — but if you could get that to me in writ- 
ing, Chief, I would really appreciate it so I can share it with the 
committee. 

And if I could ask all of the witnesses, isn’t it true that the safest 
areas of the border are those areas where current law is being en- 
forced rigorously and uniformly under Operation Streamline? 

Those sectors that I just went through, certainly the areas where 
the United States is safest, where we are actually securing the bor- 
der, winning the war are those sectors where the chief just indi- 
cated you have an 80, 60 percent, 90 percent-plus arrest and pros- 
ecution rate. Isn’t it true that those are the safest areas of the bor- 
der where we are actually winning the war? 

Chief Aguilar. Those are the areas where our activity levels are 
very low, yes, sir, and quality of life is higher because of the legal 
incursions being minimized. 

Mr. Culberson. The quality of life is significantly better because 
of the apprehensions in law enforcement. Would all the witnesses 
agree with Chief Aguilar’s statement. 

Ms. Forman. Yes. 

Mr. Culberson. There you go, Mr. Chairman. 

If I could, on that note, this is really — Texas has always under- 
stood this. It is just about law enforcement, to protect quality of 
life, to make sure that kids can play in the streets, so that people 
can come here legally to work, so that the United States is safe, 
so that we are actually deterring the spillover of what is actually 
a civil war in northern Mexico, Mr. Chairman. 
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Would all the witnesses agree — would your best recommendation 
be to the subcommittee that we get behind the Border Patrol, our 
U.S. Marshals, our law enforcement officers, and implement Oper- 
ation Streamline from San Diego to Brownsville? Wouldn’t that be 
the most effective way to secure the border? Start with the fun- 
damentals, enforce existing law, rigorously, uniformly, fairly in Op- 
eration Streamline from San Diego to Brownsville, wouldn’t that be 
the best way to secure the border? 

Chief Aguilar. A prosecution program like Operation Streamline 
across the border would certainly be a very big part of a com- 
prehensive enforcement model, yes, sir. 

Mr. Culberson. The best place to start. If you are flat on your 
back, the best thing to do is get on your feet. This is the best way 
for us to get back on our feet. 

Would all the witnesses agree with Chief Aguilar? 

Mr. Ahern. I would not say that the prosecution solely. Certainly 
there has to be a 

Mr. Culberson. It is a starting point. 

Mr. Ahern. Again, there has to be many layers of that program. 
First we need to have a good deterrent system in place. We need 
to make sure we have got a stable border with, again, tactical in- 
frastructure technology 

Mr. Culberson. Yeah, but deterrent is prosecution. 

Mr. Ahern. Well, that is certainly one of them 

Mr. Culberson. If I am going to smuggle, I am going to go 
through Tucson because it is wide-open. I am not going to go to Del 
Rio. 

Mr. Ahern. It needs to be comprehensively thought through. 

Mr. Culberson. But you have to start with prosecution, uniform, 
right? 

Mr. Ahern. Every element of the strategy has 

Mr. Culberson. Beginning with enforcement of the law. 

Mr. Price. Thank you. 

Mr. Rodriguez. 

SIZING TECHNOLOGY STATUS 

Mr. Rodriguez. Let me ask you, I know that in last few sessions 
there has been a lot of talk about the fence. And I know we have 
moved on some of those areas and the locations. 

Where are we at right now in terms of technology — and I guess 
Chief Aguilar — in terms of the technology that is needed? I know 
that in some cases, yes, the fence makes sense; in others, it doesn’t. 
And we really need to beef up in much better technology in those 
areas. 

Where are we at on that? 

Chief Aguilar. The SBInet director was here for the last hear- 
ing. All of Arizona will be done, covered by the technology that we 
are shooting to have in place by 2011 if we get the budgets that 
we are looking for. 

But that is not all we are doing, sir. In addition to that, we are 
purchasing what we refer to as commodity purchases of technology 
that is literally off the shelf, but stand-alone, not a part of the sys- 
tem. One of the examples we gave earlier, we have 40 ground sur- 
veillance units — we call them MSSs, mobile surveillance systems — 
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that give a team of agents basically the ability to detect and iden- 
tify and classify and tag and track any kind of illegal incursion for 
an area of between eight to 12 miles along our border. 

Mr. Rodriguez. And those are moveable? 

Chief Aguilar. Yes, sir, those are mobile. And we have 40 of 
those in our cadre right now. 

Mr. Rodriguez. I think some of those would be something that 
would be really important. I recall before, in my previous congres- 
sional district, going to the border. And it seemed like — and it was 
in Roma and Rio Grande — that every time I came in, they would 
catch an 18-wheeler coming in with drugs and marijuana mainly. 
And I was very blunt when I told them, “What is this? Are you 
staging this for me or what?” And they said, “No. I have to be hon- 
est with you” — and these were in the ports of entry, so it wasn’t 
anything that you had to do with. And he says, “We just don’t have 
the dogs around this time when you are coming in.” So the mobility 
of that and moving around makes a lot of sense in terms of being 
able to capture some of that. 

Chief Aguilar. That, in fact, with that same capability that you 
are describing, VACAS and backscatter machines, we are now 
starting to get at our checkpoints away from the ports of entry. 

In addition to that, of course, we are maintaining our remote 
video surveillance systems in such a fashion that, when SBInet 
does get to the 272 locations that we have right now, we will be 
able to tie that in to SBInet. We have thousands of sensors on the 
ground. So we are constantly building up the technological capa- 
bility. 

Mr. Rodriguez. So are you saying we won’t be there until about 
2011 ? 

Chief Aguilar. 2011 for the State of Arizona. 

Mr. Rodriguez. Where about in terms of west Texas, where I am 
at? 

Chief Aguilar. I am trying to think. Right now we have added 
some of those mobile surveillance units over in your part of the 
country, sir. 

Mr. Rodriguez. And let me ask you, in addition to that, are 
there any other moveable, mobile types that you can quickly move 
from one area to another? Because I hear mainly that where Bor- 
der Patrol usually gets in and they stay there. Do you have any 
ones that can beef up real quickly from one week to another or be 
transferred across to the northern border, for example? 

Chief Aguilar. In fact, some of the mobile surveillance systems 
are, in fact, going to the northern border by the end of this year 
as part of our Northern Border Project. Any one of those 40 could 
literally be moved anywhere in the country on a moment’s notice. 

spillover violence into the united states 

Mr. Rodriguez. Okay. In terms of the spillover, what do we have 
in terms of actual number of cases that have actually — as a result 
of what is going on in Mexico, actually have occurred and we have 
had problems on this side? Besides direct drugs that come over, 
you know. 

Ms. Forman. Congressman, I can get you those numbers. I can 
just tell you that our approach is to attack the entire continuum 
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of transnational organized crime, pushing the borders out and 
working with our foreign governments, working with our interdic- 
tors with CBP, and then working on the interior. It has to be a to- 
tality to disrupt and dismantle these criminal organizations. And 
that is our approach in every one of our investigations, is to cut off 
the head of the snake as opposed to just the tail. 

Mr. Rodriguez. Yeah. And I know that there is no doubt that 
things are getting more serious in Mexico, and we need to do what- 
ever we can to protect our borders and also work with Mexico. And 
so I will be looking for any types of recommendations that you 
might have on the Merida effort, in terms of working with them as 
to what is best that would benefit us in the long term from that 
perspective. 

Okay, thank you. 

Mr. Price. Thank you. 

Well, I want to thank all the Members for not only attending and 
staying with us through a long hearing but also posing some impor- 
tant questions. 

And certainly want to thank our witnesses from panel one and 
panel two for being so forthcoming and also for the good work you 
are doing and the help you have given us in charting the course 
going forward. 

I do want to just say, before we break up here, that I want your 
agencies, CBP and ICE, to jointly produce for us some information 
on this southbound flow of weapons that I think — I don’t know who 
is pulling this together, but I think we are as good a candidate as 
any to get some transagency information here, and of course get 
what you need from ATF as well. 

And what we are looking for here is, first of all, I think, a delin- 
eation of the different agency responsibilities for this matter, what 
the relevant laws are. But also help us sort out the dimensions of 
this problem. What kind of weapons are we talking about? There 
has been some ambiguity about that here today. What kind of 
weapons are we talking about? What kind of range of legal and ille- 
gal weapons, in terms of U.S. purchasers being able to buy them? 
And then what the relevant agency is for dealing with the problem, 
whether it is an illegal purchase problem or a smuggling problem 
or something else. 

We know that you have this under advisement, and so, if you 
could share with the committee an insertion for the record of that 
sort, I think that would be very helpful to us. Clearly, this has 
come up a number of times today, and we are in need, I think, ba- 
sically of just good information, to begin with. 

[Clerk’s note. — Information provided in response to this inquiry 
is classified as “For Official Use Only” and has been retained in 
Committee files.] 

Well, we could go on, but we won’t. We thank you for your time 
and your testimony today. And we look forward to working with 
you, as we put the 2010 budget together. Thank you. 

And, with that, the subcommittee is adjourned. 
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QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD SUBMITTED BY 

CHAIRMAN DAVID PRICE 


Jayson Ahern, Acting Commissioner, 

U.S. Customs and Border Protection 
Marcy Forman, Director, Office of Investigations, 
U.S. Immigration and Customs Enforcement 

DHS Response to Violence on the Border with Mexico 


Operation HALCON 

Question: Operation HALCON, a joint effort with Mexico to identify and interdict aircraft smuggling through 
Mexico, was suspended several years ago. Is the Department engaging Mexico in an effort to revive this tool 
now that there is more Mexican government energy directed against the cartels? 

ANSWER: Yes, DHS is engaged in discussions with the Government of Mexico (GOM) to resume HALCON 
operations. DHS and GOM have been in periodic discussion since HALCON operations were suspended in 
November 2006. Next steps are being identified by Mexico’s Secretary of Exterior Relations, which will 
coordinate with DHS. U.S. Customs and Border Protection’s Office of Air and Marine is ready to resume 
operations once an agreement is reached. 


Violence Directed Against CBP 

Question: How many incidents of violence directed at Border Patrol agents or CBP Officers were recorded in 
FY 2008? Of that, how much is associated with gang violence? 

ANSWER: There were 1,325 incidents of violence occurring at and between the Ports of Entry against CBP 
Agents and Officers, resulting in a 23% increase from FY 2007 (1,073). 

• This is ninety-seven percent (97%) of all incidents of violence against CBP Agents and Officers 
occurred on the southwest border. 

• There were 1,097 incidents of violence against Border Patrol Agents between the Ports. The southwest 
border accounted for 1,085 incidents, or 99% of all incidents of violence. 

• There were 227 assaults against CBP Officers at the Ports of Entry in FY 2008 as compared to 85 in FY 
2007, an increase of 167%. 

Although assaults are recorded by type (rocking, physical assaults, vehicle assaults and weapon assaults), they 
are not recorded according to gang affiliation. 


Question: Has increased violence on the border affected CBP deployment and planning for border operations, 
in particularly in terms of ways CBP patrols and how it deploys its agents and officers? 

ANSWER: Commensurate with the rise in violence in Mexico, CBP began to carefully monitor the violence in 
northern Mexico because the agency recognized the potential for the violence to spill over into the United 
States. CBP developed contingency plans to address this continuing threat to ensure the continuity of CBP 
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essential functions during any crisis and to provide for the safety and well-being of its employees. Specifically, 
CBP’s southwest Border Patrol Sectors and Field offices have developed local surge operation plans to address 
spillover violence that will be used. 


Question: The Border Patrol has deployed military surplus mine resistant ambush protected (MRAP) vehicles 
on the Southwest Border in part to cope with physical violence (“rockings” etc.) directed at Border Patrol 
agents. Please describe how these vehicles are being deployed and their benefits in terms of improved mobility 
and improved response to border crime and violence. 

ANSWER: On June 10, 2008, the Office of Border Patrol acquired seventeen (17) Oshkosh Alpha Mine 
Resistant Ambush Protected (MRAP) vehicles. The MRAP is a 4x4 armored personnel carrier with both on and 
off-road capability. It was developed to counter lED/mine threats; it is blast protected throughout the vehicle 
from explosions under any wheel or a blast under the belly. 

The MRAP’s armor also provides the crew protection from fragmentary and direct fire weapons. The armor 
provides ballistic protection from 7.62 mm ammunition (AK-47). The glass used in all the windows is bullet 
resistant and tinted for optimum vision and protection providing enhanced survivability and visibility. All 
Categories of MRAPs: 

• Sustain a forward speed equal to or greater than 65 mph on a paved surface. 

• Are capable of sustained off-road speeds of no less than 5 mph. 

• Are capable of sustained road speeds over trails of no less than 25 mph. 

• Are capable of operating for a distance equal to or greater than 300 statute miles, at an average speed of 
45 mph on a hard level surface. 

The 17 MRAP vehicles were deployed to all 9 of the Border Patrol’s southwest border (SWB) sectors. MRAP 
vehicles will be utilized to provide transport and protection of Border Patrol Agents responding to Border 
Violence emergencies and operations deemed high risk in nature when doing so in unprotected patrol vehicles 
would unduly expose responding agents to loss of life or grievous bodily injury. 

These incidents include: 

• Downed agent recovery 

• Active shooter 

• Drug cartel violence spillover into the U.S. 

• Other Border Violence Issues as needed 

• Security in the event of a terrorist attack 

• Security in the event of a large scale civil disturbance 

• High risk warrant service with prior knowledge of weapons 

• Prison Riots 

The SWB Sectors have forward deployed MRAP vehicles to strategic areas along the border to provide rapid 
response to the above listed incidents, this specifically includes border violence outbreaks. The MRAPs armor 
protection, on and off-road capabilities and operational range of 300 miles, permits the Border Patrol to more 
safely respond to any of the above listed incidents wherever they may occur. 


Border Security on Public Lands 
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Question: Traffickers foiled by enhanced border security in some locations seem to be diverting through areas 
such as the Tohono O’Odham Reservation, challenging the few public lands officers present, such as the 
Ironwood National Monument. How is CBP responding to such phenomena beyond the borderline? 

ANSWER: The Tohono O’Odham Nation (TON), and the Ironwood National Monument (INM) are both 
located within the Tucson Sector. In recent years the Tucson Sector has added significant personnel, 
technology and infrastructure resources along its 262 miles of border. In addition to those resources deployed 
in the immediate border area, the Tucson Sector is currently conducting Operation Arizona Denial (AZD) 

AZD is designed to enhance the Defense-in-Depth posture and provide an enforcement profile which will gain 
and maintain operational control in prioritized areas of the border within the Tucson Sector. The purpose of the 
operation is the continued expansion of operational control of the Border and to support the Border Patrol All- 
threats mission. 

ARIZONA DENIAL GENERAL ENFORCEMENT STRATEGY 

• Break Smuggling Cycle - Four programs will be utilized to separate illegal aliens granted voluntary 
return from the smuggling organizations waiting for them upon that return. These programs include 
Operation Streamline, the OASS1S prosecution program the alien transfer and exit program (ATEP), and 
Interior Repatriation Program. 

• This cornerstone of AZD mitigates the number of illegal aliens being reintroduced into the smuggling 
cycle, thus providing a deterrent to illegal entry in the Tucson Sector. 

• Operational Coordination - Create partnerships with law enforcement agencies, to include BLM 
Rangers (DOI) and other stakeholders to coordinate enforcement efforts in support of Sector Operations. 

• Intelligence Fusion - Bring CBP and partner agency intelligence personnel together in a single center 
where information can be fused, analyzed, and used to create tactical and operational intelligence driven 
operations. 

• Focus Enhanced Enforcement Operations - Rather than being spread throughout the Sector, resource 
enhancements will be focused in support of operations in a priority area. A component of this 
enforcement model is the deployment of enhanced checkpoint (CP) operations across Tucson Sector. 

IRONWOOD NATIONAL MONUMENT (INM) 

The Tucson Sector is addressing the illegal activity on the INM through a comprehensive enforcement approach 
utilizing joint BP / Arizona National Guard operations, small unit tactics, specialized units and partnerships 
with other law enforcement entities. 

Examples of operations directed at addressing illegal activity in the INM are: 

• An ongoing joint mission utilizing the ANG Air assets as a surveillance platform to assist ground agents. 

• The deployment of a Quick Response Team along with additional patrols to aggressively address the 
area. 

• Unattended ground sensors south of the INM to augment the BLM’s ground sensors in the area. 

• The BLM and the Tucson Sector are sharing the intelligence that is being gathered through these sensors 

• Operation Stonegarden assets are being deployed on the INM 
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Tucson Sector agents, the Pima County Sheriffs Office Border Crimes Unit (BCU), the Arizona Department of 
Public Safety, Marana Police Department, and internal BLM operations have all served to enhance law 
enforcement presence at or near the monument. 

The Tucson Sector maintains daily communication with these agencies through intelligence sharing and through 
agents detailed to area Task Forces (BCU). 

RESULTS 

The TON is located within the current priority focus zones and as such it receives the full benefits of increased 
resources on the border, defense-in-depth and the programs that are employed under AZD. 

These enhanced operations on the TON and the INM provide the necessary resources in the immediate border 
area as well as the defense-in-depth posture to greatly aid the Tucson Sector in completing its enforcement 
model and achieving operational control of the border. 


Kidnapping 

Question: There has been a significant increase in kidnapping and abduction reported in some U.S. areas, 
notably Phoenix. How do these crimes compare with the kidnapping cases recorded by the FBI? What role do 
DHS agencies play in preventing or responding to such crime? 

ANSWER: ICE’s kidnapping investigations have a nexus to the border and generally involve alien smuggling 
organizations. Although ICE does not possess detailed information about the FBI’s kidnapping cases, ICE 
believes the FBI’s investigations generally do not have a nexus to the border or involve alien smugglers. ICE 
and the FBI have worked together on some kidnapping investigations. 

ICE’s kidnapping investigations generally involve criminal organizations engaged in the transnational 
trafficking or smuggling of people. The goal is to dismantle and disrupt the networks and organizations. In 
conjunction with our federal, state, local and international law enforcement partners, ICE investigates 
organizations who smuggle illicit goods and people, including those that mistreat people during the process. 
ICE seeks to identify everyone involved in the criminal activity and to attack the financial infrastructure of 
these organizations. Federal and state prosecutions generally involve multiple defendants who are members of 
profitable trafficking or smuggling organizations. 

The ICE Special Agent in Charge (SAC) Office in Phoenix, Arizona responds to and investigates kidnapping 
incidents using all of its authorities. This office regularly receives reports that smugglers are holding aliens 
hostage - frequently for ransom. 

According to Phoenix police data, although violent crime generally decreased in 2008, the number of 
kidnappings has spiked, with more than 700 reported in the last two years. Almost all of the victims in those 
cases were involved in, or related to those involved in, drug or alien smuggling. In those cases, the smugglers 
were subjecting the aliens to physical harm or the threat of physical harm while attempting to collect smuggling 
fees or extract ransom from the aliens’ families. A large majority of drop houses contain smugglers who are 
armed for protection against "bajadores’Tbandits, and to assault and/or intimidate the smuggled aliens. 

SAC Phoenix ICE agents assigned to the Border Enforcement Security Task Force and the Home Invasion 
Kidnapping and Extortion Task Force respond to all “bajadores” situations where loads of either aliens or 
narcotics are stolen from rival smugglers. ICE agents respond aggressively to these calls and use all 
investigative techniques and technology to locate and arrest the alien smugglers and rescue the alien hostages. 
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During FY 2008, ICE SAC Phoenix investigated 40 alien smuggling hostage cases and 47 suspects were 
charged with criminal offenses: 23 in state court and 24 in federal court. 

During FY 2009 and as of March 1, 2009, ICE SAC Phoenix has investigated 21 alien smuggling hostage cases 
and 40 suspects have been charged with criminal offenses: 14 in state court and 26 in federal court. 


BEST Teams 


Question: ICE has established Border Enforcement Security Task Forces (BEST teams) in 7 border locations: 
San Diego, Yuma, Phoenix, Tucson, Laredo, El Paso, and the Rio Grande Valley. These teams include 
participants from both U.S. and Mexican law enforcement agencies, and focus on stopping crime that “poses a 
significant threat to border security.” How does the BEST program relate to other joint law enforcement 
activities and other Federal initiatives? Specifically, what connection do BEST teams have to the State 
Department’s Merida Initiative; the ONDCP/DEA High Intensity Drug Trafficking Areas, or HIDTA, program; 
and the Department of Defense Joint Interagency Task Force programs, JIATF-West and JIATF-South? 

ANSWER: BEST is DHS’s platform for addressing cross-border violence. These task forces are uniquely 
positioned to address border vulnerabilities as well as the underlying crimes that fuel cross-border violence. 
BEST combines the resources and authorities from federal, state, local and foreign law enforcement entities into 
collocated task forces that target trans-national criminal organizations that exploit weaknesses in U.S. borders. 
BEST addresses “smuggling” offenses much like the FBI’s Joint Terrorism Task Force addresses terrorism 
investigations; by collocating and leveraging various partners and law enforcement agencies resources to 
address specific geographical threats. 

DHS has also used the BESTs as an investigative platform for various initiatives such as Operation Armas 
Cruzadas, which is an outbound gun smuggling operation that complements the Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco 
and Firearms’ (ATF) Project Gun Runner. Project Gun Runner focuses on gun shops and gun shows (Federal 
Firearms Licensees) and uses ATF’s E-Trace database (which tracks weapons serial numbers to their original 
origin of purchase). In contrast. Operation Armas Cruzadas focuses on the cross-border movement of the 
firearms. 

For example, if and when narcotics cases originating from a BEST rise to the level of receiving an Organized 
Crime Drug Enforcement Task Force (OCDETF) designation, the BESTs, in many cases, already have the 
multi-agency support required to adequately work those investigations. In addition, should a BEST 
investigation have commonalities with a local High Intensity Drug Trafficking Area (HIDTA) investigation, the 
BEST agents will work to deconflict the investigations to prevent duplicative efforts. 

A key element to the success of the BEST program, or any task force, is the strategic co-location of all 
participating members. The benefits of co-locating resources include: real-time streamlined information 
sharing; immediate de-confliction; creation of a force multiplier; fostering a “think tank” environment; 
increased success rates for enforcement operations; and pooling intelligence and technical resources. Each 
BEST concentrates on the prevalent threat in its geographic area, including: cross-border violence; weapons 
smuggling and trafficking; contraband smuggling; money laundering and bulk cash smuggling; human 
smuggling and trafficking; transnational criminal gangs; and tunnel detection. Due to this expansive mission, 
the BESTs complement several other federal initiatives. 

The Merida Initiative builds the Mexican capacity to combat violence in its own country and complements U.S. 
domestic efforts to stop the flow of arms crossing the border. Border violence and drug trafficking are a shared 
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problem in the Western Hemisphere and governments have a shared responsibility to confront these 
transnational criminal organizations. 

ICE’s efforts complement the Merida Initiative through the Armas Cruzadas initiative (weapons), the BESTS 
(combating border violence), and its continued focused investigations on gangs and transnational criminal 
organizations. In particular, ICE is working with the Government of Mexico (GOM) to establish vetted units to 
combat arms trafficking and to reinforce and expand existing vetted units for money laundering and Global 
Trafficking in Persons (G-TIP) investigations. The ICE Office of International Affairs is currently in 
negotiations with Mexican officials to establish these units in Mexico City and at other ICE attach^ offices in 
Tijuana, Juarez, Hermosillo and Monterrey, which can augment the BESTs along the Southwest Border. 

ICE is leading the effort to conduct polygraph tests of Secretaria de Seguridad de Publica (SSP) polygraphers 
and is supporting polygraph testing of GOM personnel. So far in FY 2009, ICE has interviewed approximately 
80 Mexican Federal Police personnel. ICE continues to work closely with the Mexican Office for Confidence- 
Control to establish a robust polygraph program. 

In the ONDCP/DEA High Intensity Drug Trafficking Areas (HIDTA), program, if and when narcotics cases 
originating from a BEST rise to the level of receiving an OCDETF designation, the BESTs, in many cases, 
already have the multi-agency support required to adequately work those investigations. In addition, should a 
BEST investigation have commonalities with a local HIDTA investigation, the BEST agents will work to 
deconflict the investigations to prevent duplicative efforts. 

ICE opened a BEST office in Miami, Florida in November 2008 to work with the Department of Defense Joint 
Interagency Task Force programs, JIATF-West and JIATF-South, on narcotics smuggling investigations. 
Seaport BESTs address threats in the entire maritime operating environment, including ports of entry and areas 
between the ports. 


Question: Recent press reports indicate that an additional 90 CBO Officers, Border Patrol agents, or ICE 
agents will be deployed to the Southwest Border to augment the BEST task forces there. Please list the funding 
and staffing, by location, for the BEST task forces. 

ANSWER: This response is classified as For Official Use Only as Law Enforcement Sensitive material and 
will be provided separately. 


Question: Are there any geographic limits on the BEST teams’ goals? Is the point of the teams to reduce 
violence on the U.S. side of the border, the Mexican side of the border, or both? For support to Mexican law 
enforcement counterparts, how do the BEST teams and ICE management know what is working and what isn’t? 

ANSWER: Each BEST concentrates on the prevalent threats in its geographic area, including: cross-border 
violence; weapons smuggling and trafficking; contraband smuggling; money laundering and bulk cash 
smuggling; human smuggling and trafficking; transnational criminal gangs; and tunnel detection. The BESTs 
leverage the law enforcement authorities and expertise of its member agencies. While BEST teams are aligned 
to Special Agent-in-Charge areas of responsibility, the ten BESTs coordinate internally with each other when 
investigations become multi-jurisdictional both in the United States and in Mexico. 

The BESTs focus on reducing violence on the U.S. side of the border as well as the Mexican side of the border. 
Their mission is to reduce the violence associated with the trans-border crimes of alien smuggling, alien 
trafficking, weapons smuggling, drug smuggling, and money laundering on both sides of the border. BESTs 
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can address violence and border crimes through investigative activity, real-time intelligence sharing and 
interdiction operations with federal, state, local and Mexican officials. 

There are currently five Secretaria de Seguridad Pubiica (SSP) officers at the BESTs in San Diego, California; 
Tucson, Arizona; Yuma, Arizona; Phoenix, Arizona; and Laredo, Texas. The co-location of U.S. and Mexican 
law enforcement officials has led to enhanced trend analysis, joint targeting of criminal organizations, and a 
daily sharing of information. In addition, ICE has a continuous open dialogue with Mexican officials in the 
field on investigations, potential leads, and general concerns. ICE headquarters personnel, through the ICE 
Office of International Affairs, meet regularly with our Mexican counterparts in Mexico and the United States 
to ensure we best focus our efforts. 


Question: What results have you measured since deployment of the BEST model? While I have read 
anecdotal reports of various drug interdictions ascribed to BEST investigations. I’d like to know more about the 
strategic performance of the program and how DHS can tell if it is an effective way to counter violence in the 
border region. 

ANSWER: The unique and focused efforts of the BESTs along the Southwest Border have produced real 
results. DHS has dismantled arms trafficking, human trafficking, money laundering, bulk cash, alien smuggling 
and narcotics smuggling organizations and, often, the hostage-taking and murder/kidnapping cells associated 
with these organizations. Since its inception in July 2005 and as of March 10 th , 2009, BESTs have been 
responsible for 1,918 criminal arrests, 2,751 administrative arrests, 856 indictments and 724 convictions. In 
addition, BESTs have seized approximately 4,539 pounds of cocaine, 145,621 pounds of marijuana, 51 1 pounds 
of methamphetamine, 207 pounds of heroin, 1,417 weapons, 1 16,378 rounds ammunition, 784 vehicles, six 
properties and $19.7 million in U.S. currency and monetary instruments. 
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QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD SUBMITTED BY 

THE HONORABLE CIRO D. RODRIGUEZ 


Jayson Ahern, Acting Commissioner, 

U.S. Customs and Border Protection 
Marcy Forman, Director, Office of Investigations, 
U.S. Customs and Immigration Enforcement 

DHS Response to Violence on the Border with Mexico 


Southbound Inspection 

Question: How much south bound inspection by CBP into Mexico is currently occurring on the border? Does 
CBP have a comprehensive plan to begin or implement a systematic process of south bound inspections? 

ANSWER: Southwest border ports of entry utilize a pulse and surge strategy to conduct outbound inspections. 
Pulse and surge operations are repeated unpredictable sudden increases or decreases in enforcement at variable 
times and locations utilizing varying resources. Additionally, southwest border ports of entry are conducting 
non-intrusive inspections at ail southwest border rail locations. 

Outbound enforcement operations in both the passenger and cargo arenas have been implemented on a limited 
basis, as personnel and budgetary resources allow. Emphasis has been on in-bound passengers and 
cargo. Customs and Border Protection has developed a comprehensive outbound strategy to stem the flow of 
illegal weapons into Mexico along the southwest border. This strategy includes both immediate strategy to be 
implemented and a more comprehensive, long term strategy for the entire United States. 

Immediate Strategy to be Implemented: 

• Develop Pulse and Surge Operations 

o Identify operational plans 
o Cargo - Conveyance, Rail and Air 
o Passenger - POV, Pedestrian, Bus, Sea, Air 

• Enhance operations with existing resources 

o Reassign current staff to provide dedicated officers for outbound operations 
o Supplement staffing using overtime funds 

• Leverage other resources -Force Multiplier 

o State and Local Police Departments-Asset Forfeiture Funds 
o National Guard 
o Other government agencies 

• Intelligence driven operations 

o OIOC to provide intelligence 
o Tactical Operations to provide guidance and support 

Comprehensive Strategy for the entire U.S. in all modes: 

• National Level Training 

o FLETC Basic 
o Ports of Departure Advanced 
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• Directives and Policy 

o Review and Update 

• Infrastructure 

o POE footprint not adequate for expansion of outbound operations 
o Outbound primary inspection lanes 
o Inspection facilities for outbound cargo exams 

• Staffing 

o Increase staffing to allow sustained outbound inspectional efforts 
o TDY Officers to provide additional operational support 

• Technology 

o Technology for outbound traffic does not mirror technology currently in place for inbound 
operations 

■ Dedicated equipment for outbound operations 

■ Outbound license plate readers 

■ LAN connections for outbound inspections 

Cost Benefit: Adjusting for inflation, spending at the border has increased from $700 million in 1985 to $9 
billion in 2009. However, despite these dramatic funding increases, there has been a surge in border violence, 
crime, and deaths. Additionally, there has been no observable effect whatsoever on immigrant inflows or - 
critically ~ on the ability of people to cross the border without being inspected. 


Coordination with ATF 


Question: As you know, the Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, Firearms and Explosives (BATFE) within the 
Department of Justice has a program called Operation Gun Runner. How much coordination does ICE and its 
BEST teams have with ATF? In your opinion, do ATF’ s jurisdiction and the jurisdiction of ICE overlap in any 
way? Do you think ATF and ICE are “on the same page” regarding the lines of jurisdiction? While ATF mainly 
works domestic gun issues, is it not true that some of the “bad guys” that both ATF and ICE investigate may be 
the same people and thus require much coordination? 

ANSWER: ICE and ATF conduct joint investigations and deconflict investigations through joint task forces 
and other coordinated efforts. In addition, ICE and ATF both use the Treasury Enforcement Communications 
System (TECS) to query any records that would identify an ongoing investigation by either agency. TECS also 
identifies the precise point of contact for an ongoing investigation, which allows for further coordination 
between the agencies. 

In addition, ICE has established the Border Violence Intelligence Cell (BVIC) at the El Paso Intelligence Center 
(EPIC) to share operational and tactical intelligence with the ATF Gun Desk. ICE participates in ATF’s 
e-Trace initiative and submits firearms for tracing through ATF. In addition, ICE and ATF coordinate and 
communicate through co-located task forces such as the High Intensity Drug Trafficking Area (HIDTA), Joint 
Terrorism Task Forces (JTTF) and the Organized Crime Drug Enforcement Task Force (OCDETF). 

ATF has agents assigned to five BEST offices: Laredo, Texas; San Diego, California; the Rio Grande Valley, 
Texas; Buffalo, New York; and Los Angeles/Long Beach, California. The remaining BEST offices coordinate 
with ATF on a case-by-case basis. Through active participation on the BEST teams, ICE and ATF work in 
coordination with other federal, state, local, tribal and foreign law enforcement partners to achieve our shared 
investigative goals. 
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ICE and the Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, Firearms and Explosives (ATF) have complementary statutory 
authorities for violations involving the smuggling or export of weapons, and domestic firearms violations, 
respectively. 

ICE has broad authority to enforce and investigate violations of law governing the illegal export, and temporary 
import, of arms, ammunition and implements of war pursuant to the Arms Export Control Act (AECA), and its 
implementing regulations, the International Traffic in Arms Regulations (ITAR). ICE is the only investigative 
agency expressly designated to investigate violations of the export provisions of AECA, as specifically 
designated in 22 C.F.R. § 127.4 of the ITAR 1 . Through the Export Administration Regulations (EAR), ICE has 
the authority to investigate, detain or seize any export or attempted export of dual-use commodities. In certain 
circumstances, ICE may also employ enforcement of sanctions against terrorist or drug trafficking organizations 
under the International Emergency Economic Powers Act (IEEPA) and its implementing regulations. 

ICE also uses 18 U.S.C. § 554, smuggling of goods from the United States, to address export violations. This 
statute makes it a crime to fraudulently or knowingly export any article contrary to law or regulation. In 
addition, ICE enforces 18 U.S.C. § 545, smuggling goods into the United States, against those who smuggle or 
import merchandise into the U.S, contrary to law. 

ATF is responsible for administration and enforcement of the importation provisions of section 38 of the Arms 
Export Control Act (AECA), relating to the importation of arms, ammunition, and implements of war. The Gun 
Control Act of 1968, the National Firearms Act, Title VII of the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act 
of 1968, and Title II of the Organized Crime Control Act of 1970 are also within the primary investigative 
jurisdiction of ATF, These statutes provide for ATF’s administration and enforcement of licensing, sales, 
possession and related domestic violations. 

The Gun Control Act (GCA), 18 U.S.C. § 922, and the National Firearms Act (NFA), 26 U.S.C. § 

5801, provide federal frameworks that broadly regulate the firearms industry and firearms owners. The GCA 
primarily focuses on regulating firearms in interstate commerce by generally prohibiting such transfers except 
among licensed manufacturers, dealers and importers. The NFA imposes registration, marking and tax 
requirements on the manufacture and transfer of certain weapons. Both Acts contain numerous prohibitions that 
may be implicated by the export of the shipment of firearms (or during an attempted export). ICE and ATF 
share jurisdiction for the investigation of various provisions where the underlying violation involves 
transportation in foreign commerce. 

As a general matter, the border search exception to the Fourth Amendment permits customs officers to conduct 
searches for merchandise, including firearms, at the border, the functional equivalent of the border, or the 
extended border, without a warrant and without probable cause. As customs officers, ICE agents have the 
authority to enforce export and smuggling laws, including those pertaining to firearms. 

ICE and ATF are working together at the headquarters level to finalize the memorandum of understanding 
(MOU) and ICE anticipates a finalized MOU in the near future. This new MOU will provide guidance to ATF 
and ICE investigative field offices and will be invaluable in clarifying roles and responsibilities, while 
respecting both agencies' equities. In addition, ICE and ATF have agreed to exchange personnel to staff the 
BEST and Gunrunner taskforces, and conduct joint meetings with senior management to quickly resolve any 
issues of mutual concern.. 


1 The Federal Bureau of Investigation has authority to investigate potential violations of the Arms Export Control Act, the Export 
Administration Act, the International Emergency Economic Powers Act, and the Trading with the Enemy Act only where the potential 
violation relates to any foreign counterintelligence matter. See 28 C.F.R. § 0.85. 
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In many cases, there is potential overlap between ICE and ATF investigations. Many investigations are best 
worked as joint investigations or in task forces, such as the BESTs. A key element to the success of the BEST 
program, or any task force, is the strategic co-location of all participating members. The benefits of co-locating 
resources include real-time streamlined information sharing, immediate de-confliction, eliminating 
parochialism, creating a force multiplier, fostering a “think tank” environment, increasing success rates for 
enforcement operations, and pooling intelligence and technical resources. 

In addition, ICE and ATF both use TECS to query any records that would identify an ongoing investigation by 
either agency. TECS also identifies the point of contact for an ongoing investigation, which allows for further 
coordination between the agencies. 


Memorandum of Understanding 

Question: It is my understanding that ICE is still operating under outdated MOU’s. ATF signed an MOU with 
the US Customs Service in 1978 and another with INS in 1989. Have there been any instances where this 
outdated MOU has led to conflict or jurisdiction battle? I have been told that ICE and ATF are currently 
developing a new superseding MOU. When did that process begin and when can we expect this new MOU to be 
completed? 

ANSWER: ICE looks forward to completing the new MOU with ATF which will define each agency’s 
complementary jurisdiction. An updated MOU and proper guidance to ATF and ICE investigative field offices 
will be invaluable in clarifying roles and responsibilities, while respecting both agencies' equities. 

ICE and ATF conduct joint investigations, and we deconflict our investigations through joint task forces and 
other coordinated efforts. In addition, ICE and ATF both use TECS, formerly known as Treasury Enforcement 
Communications System (TECS) to query any records that would identify an ongoing investigation by either 
agency. TECS also identifies the point of contact for an ongoing investigation, which allows for further 
coordination between the agencies. 

ICE has established the Border Violence Intelligence Cell (B VIC) at the El Paso Intelligence Center (EPIC) to 
share operational and tactical intelligence with the ATF Gun Desk. ICE participates in ATF’s e-Trace initiative 
and submits firearms for tracing through ATF. In addition, we coordinate and communicate through co-located 
task forces such as the High Intensity Drug Trafficking Area (HIDTA), Joint Terrorism Task Forces (JTTF) and 
the Organized Crime Drug Enforcement Task Force (OCDETF). 

ICE places significant importance on eliminating duplication of efforts and ensuring officer 
safety to the greatest extent possible. As such, prior to any enforcement activity, ICE agents will 
contact federal, state and local deconfliction centers to prevent “blue on blue” situations. When 
possible, ICE provides these centers with copies of operational plans in advance of enforcement 
actions (e.g., surveillances, execution of search/arrest warrants, undercover operations, etc.) to 
identify common targets of investigation, deconflict and ensure officer safety. 

One area where there has been some confusion is ATF’s inspections of federal firearms licensees 
(FFL). ICE understands from ATF that there have been anecdotal reports that FFL confuse 
ATF’s annual inspection of records retained by FFL dealers, manufacturers and importers with 
ICE voluntary Project Shield America outreach briefings to vendors, manufacturers and 
exporters of U.S. defense articles and other export -controlled commodities, including firearms 
and ammunition. ICE conducts their briefings to increase awareness of export laws and controls, 
and to establish formal and informal liaisons between ICE and the private industry. 
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In addition, if an FFL is a manufacturer or exporter of United States Munitions List commodities, they are 
required to be registered with the Directorate of Defense Trade Controls (DDTC) and must maintain all records 
associated with activities subject to the International Trafficking in Arms Regulations. ICE, CBP and DDTC 
are designated as the agencies authorized to inspect these records. ICE may also require documents from an 
FFL as it relates to an investigation of an export violation. 

To avoid any potential confusion, ICE is working with ATF to coordinate all interactions relating to FFLs. 

Pre-existing MOUs between ATF and ICE’s legacy agencies, the United States Customs Service (USCS) and 
Immigration and Naturalization Service (INS), date back to 1978 and 1989, respectively. ICE and ATF have 
been negotiating the MOU for the past six months. ICE is diligently working to have a finalized MOU in the 
very near future. 

ICE looks forward to completing this MOU with ATF. This MOU would define each agency’s complementary 
jurisdiction. An updated MOU and proper guidance to ATF and ICE investigative field offices will be 
invaluable in clarifying roles and responsibilities, while respecting both agencies' equities. 
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QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD SUBMITTED BY 

THE HONORABLE SAM FARR 


Marcy Forman, Director, Office of Investigations, 
U.S. Customs and Immigration Enforcement 

DHS Response to Violence on the Border with Mexico 


Guns 

From all that we’ve been hearing in the media of late, there is a full-blown war going on south of the border. 

CQ Weekly reports that since 2007, 7,500 people have been killed in the drug war in Mexico. 

And the money, the guns, the sniper rifles, the grenade launchers and the grenades used to wage that war are 
exports from the United States. Now if we’re talking about defending the border, we’ve got to begin to think 
about the cash and guns that empower the organized crime networks. 

50,000 gun dealers operate in the U.S., 7,600 on the border. Only 5% of these arms dealers are getting 
inspected. That is not good enough. 

Question: What is ICEs statutory authority to investigate the trafficking of firearms? 

ANSWER: As customs officers, ICE agents have the authority to enforce export laws, including those 
pertaining to firearms. As a general matter, the border search exception to the Fourth Amendment permits 
customs officers to conduct searches for merchandise, including firearms, at the border or the functional 
equivalent of the border, without a warrant and without probable cause. Throughout the Federal Code, 
including provisions codified in Title 19, are numerous statutes that either expressly authorize enforcement of 
the export laws by ICE, such as those criminal provisions in Title 18, United States Code, Chapter 27, or 
implicitly contemplate enforcement by ICE because of a reference to a border nexus. See, e.g., 18 U.S.C. § 
2320 (trafficking in counterfeit goods); 19 U.S.C. § 1627a (export of stolen vehicles); and 31 U.S.C. §5332 
(bulk cash smuggling). ICE agents also use 22 U.S.C. § 401, illegal exportation of war materials, to seize, 
detain, and forfeit arms or munitions of war and other articles in violation of law, including conveyances used to 
export or attempt to export the same. 

ICE has broad authority to enforce illegal exports, and temporary imports, of arms, ammunition and implements 
of war pursuant to the Arms Export Control Act (AECA), and its implementing regulations, the International 
Traffic in Arms Regulations (ITAR). Through the Export Administration Regulations (EAR), ICE has the 
authority to investigate, detain or seize any export or attempted export of dual-use commodities. In certain 
circumstances, ICE may also employ the International Emergency Economic Powers Act (IEEPA) and 
enforcement of sanctions against terrorist or drug trafficking organizations under the Trading with the Enemy 
Act (TWEA) and its implementing regulations. 
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In relation to weapons trafficking, ICE is the investigative agency designated in 22 C.F.R. § 127.4 of the ITAR 2 
to enforce export provisions of AECA. ICE also uses 18 U.S.C. § 554, smuggling of goods from the United 
States, to address export violations, including firearms. This statute makes it a crime to fraudulently or 
knowingly export any article contrary to law or regulation, unlike AECA violations, which require proof that 
the exporter willfully exported (or attempted to export) munitions from the U.S. without a license. Thus, 18 
U.S.C. § 554 is an important tool that ICE uses to combat the illegal exportation of firearms. 


Question: Isn’t ATF already dedicated to rounding up guns? How does ICE ensure that it is not interfering 
with ATF’s investigations? 

ANSWER: The Gun Control Act (GCA), 18 U.S.C. § 922, and the National Firearms Act (NFA), 26 U.S.C. § 
5801, provide federal frameworks that broadly regulate the firearms industry and firearms owners. The GCA 
primarily focuses on regulating firearms in interstate commerce by generally prohibiting such transfers except 
among licensed manufacturers, dealers and importers. The NFA imposes registration, marking and tax 
requirements on the manufacture and transfer of certain weapons. Both Acts contain numerous prohibitions that 
may be implicated by the export of the shipment of firearms (or during an attempted export). ICE and ATF 
share jurisdiction for the investigation of various provisions where the underlying violation involves 
transportation in foreign commerce. 

ATF is responsible for the administration and enforcement of the importation provisions of section 38 of the 
Arms Export Control Act (AECA), relating to the importation of arms, ammunition and implements of war. 

The Gun Control Act of 1968, the National Firearms Act, Title VII of the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe 
Streets Act of 1968, and Title II of the Organized Crime Control Act of 1970 are also within the primary 
investigative jurisdiction of ATF. These statutes provide for ATF’s administration and enforcement of 
licensing, sales, possession and related domestic violations. 

ICE’s firearm-related investigations focus on dismantling the transnational criminal organizations that 
unlawfully export weapons out of the United States. ICE and ATF recognize and respect their complementary 
and important authorities and work side by side to bring violators to justice. ICE frequently develops complex 
investigations from routine seizures of weapons by leveraging ICE’s numerous investigative authorities. To 
combat the smuggling of weapons to Mexico, ICE initiated Operation Armas Cruzadas in June 2008. 

ICE has broad authority to enforce and investigate violations of law governing the illegal export, and temporary 
import, of arms, ammunition and implements of war pursuant to the Arms Export Control Act (AECA), and its 
implementing regulations, the International Traffic in Arms Regulations (ITAR). ICE is the only investigative 
agency expressly designated to investigate violations of the export provisions of AECA, as specifically 
designated in 22 C.F.R. § 127.4 of the ITAR 3 . Through the Export Administration Regulations (EAR), ICE has 
the authority to investigate, detain or seize any export or attempted export of dual-use commodities. In certain 
circumstances, ICE may also employ the International Emergency Economic Powers Act (IEEPA) and 
enforcement of sanctions against terrorist or drug trafficking organizations under the Trading with the Enemy 
Act (TWEA) and its implementing regulations. 

ICE also uses 18 U.S.C. § 554, smuggling of goods from the United States, to address export violations. This 
statute makes it a crime to fraudulently or knowingly export any article contrary to law or regulation. In 


2 The Federal Bureau of Investigation has authority to investigate potential violations of the Arms Export Control Act, the Export 
Administration Act, the International Emergency Economic Powers Act, and the Trading with the Enemy Act only where the potential 
violation relates to any foreign counterintelligence matter. See 28 C.F.R. § 0.85. 

3 The Federal Bureau of Investigation has authority to investigate potential violations of the Arms Export Control Act, the Export 
Administration Act, the International Emergency Economic Powers Act, and the Trading with the Enemy Act only where the potential 
violation relates to any foreign counterintelligence matter. See 28 C.F.R. § 0.85. 
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addition, ICE enforces 18 U.S.C. § 545, smuggling goods into the United States, against those who smuggle or 
import merchandise into the U.S. contrary to law. 

ICE and ATF both use the Treasury Enforcement Communications System (TECS) to query any records that 
would identify an ongoing investigation by either agency. TECS also identifies the point of contact for an 
ongoing investigation, which allows for further coordination between the agencies. 

In addition, ICE has established the Border Violence Intelligence Cell (BVIC) at the El Paso Intelligence Center 
(EPIC) to share operational and tactical intelligence with the ATF Gun Desk. ICE participates in ATF’s e- 
Trace initiative and submits firearms for tracing through ATF. In addition, we coordinate and communicate 
through co-located task forces such as the High Intensity Drug Trafficking Area (HIDTA), Joint Terrorism Task 
Forces (JTTF) and the Organized Crime Drug Enforcement Task Force (OCDETF). 

ICE places a high degree of importance on eliminating duplication of efforts and ensuring officer 
safety to the greatest extent possible. As such, prior to any enforcement activity, ICE agents will 
contact federal, state and local deconfliction centers to prevent “blue on blue” situations. When 
possible, ICE provides these centers with copies of operational plans in advance of enforcement 
actions (e.g., surveillances, execution of search/arrest warrants, undercover operations, etc.) to 
identify common targets of investigation, deconflict and ensure officer safety. 


Question: What has ICE accomplished by picking up guns headed south? 

ANSWER: ICE and the Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, Firearms and Explosives have complementary statutory 
authorities for violations involving the smuggling or export of weapons, and domestic firearms violations, 
respectively. 

As a general matter, the border search exception to the Fourth Amendment permits customs officers to conduct 
searches for merchandise, including firearms, at the border or the functional equivalent of the border, without a 
warrant and without probable cause. As customs officers, ICE agents have the authority to enforce export and 
smuggling laws, including those pertaining to firearms. 

ICE has broad authority to enforce and investigate violations of law governing the illegal export, and temporary 
import, of arms, ammunition and implements of war pursuant to the Arms Export Control Act (AECA), and its 
implementing regulations, the International Traffic in Arms Regulations (ITAR). ICE is the only investigative 
agency expressly designated to investigate violations of the export provisions of AECA, as specifically 
designated in 22 C.F.R. § 127.4 of the ITAR 4 . Through the Export Administration Regulations (EAR), ICE has 
the authority to investigate, detain or seize any export or attempted export of dual-use commodities. In certain 
circumstances, ICE may also employ enforcement of sanctions against terrorist or drug trafficking organizations 
under the International Emergency Economic Powers Act (IEEPA) and its implementing regulations. 

ICE also uses 18 U.S.C. § 554, smuggling of goods from the United States, to address export violations. This 
statute makes it a crime to fraudulently or knowingly export any article contrary to law or regulation. In 
addition, ICE enforces 18 U.S.C. § 545, smuggling goods into the United States, against those who smuggle or 
import merchandise into the U.S. contrary to law. 


4 The Federal Bureau of Investigation has authority to investigate potential violations of the Arms Export Control Act, the Export 
Administration Act, the International Emergency Economic Powers Act, and the Trading with the Enemy Act only where the potential 
violation relates to any foreign counterintelligence matter. See 28 C.F.R. § 0.85. 
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Question: Are you aware that 90% of guns and weapons seized in Mexico originate in the United States? 

ANSWER: This statistic is commonly used in various articles and reports. While ICE cannot independently 
verify that statistic, it is ICE’s understanding that 90 percent of seized firearms that were able to be successfully 
traced originated in the United States; however, in calendar year 2007 alone, only 6,000 of the 15,000 firearms 
seized in Mexico were able to be traced. Therefore, the 90 percent statistic may not accurately represent the 
actual number of U.S.-origin firearms seized in Mexico because, in that year, 9,000 firearms could not be 
accurately traced. ICE understands that several factors may contribute to a firearm not being able to be 
accurately traced, such as obliteration of serial numbers; lack of importer data; guns purchased prior to the 1968 
Gun Control Act which made record keeping mandatory; the Federal Firearms Licensee no longer being in 
business; and incomplete weapons information provided by the Government of Mexico. 


Question: What is ICE doing to break the cycle of drugs and people headed north while guns and money flow 
south? 

ANSWER: ICE is a crucial player in the effort to break the cycle of cross-border trafficking in money and 
guns. ICE has used the ICE-led Border Enforcement Security Task Forces (BESTs) to combat border violence. 
ICE and its partners have cracked down on arms trafficking, human smuggling, bulk cash smuggling and 
narcotics smuggling organizations. These efforts have disrupted the ability of the cartels to cause violence in. 
the United States and Mexico. 

In addition, ICE launched Operation Armas Cruzadas, a partnership with the government of Mexico to fight 
cross-border arms smuggling. Utilizing the BEST as the enforcement platform for Armas Cruzadas, ICE has 
taken an intelligence-driven, systematic approach to arms trafficking investigations. As part of this effort, ICE 
initiated a Weapons Virtual Task Force to create virtual communities where law enforcement can rapidly share 
intelligence and communicate in a secure environment through the Homeland Security Information Network. 


Question: Given the upsurge in violence on the border, are special procedures taken to assure that deportees — 
especially nonviolent workers — are not being dropped off at border locations where they may be targeted by 
criminal gangs and traffickers? If not, why not? 

ANSWER: ICE does not have the authority to transport aliens within their home countries. ICE’s authority to 
transport aliens extends only to affect their removal; once the alien arrives in a foreign country, ICE no longer 
has authority over the alien. In the case of Mexico, ICE will normally transport a Mexican national to a land 
border port of entry or airport of entry. However, the two governments have cooperated in conducting some 
removals to the interior regions of Mexico. Due to the increasing number of aliens dying from heat exposure 
when crossing the border through the Arizona desert, DHS and the Government of Mexico (GOM)established 
the Mexican Interior Repatriation Program (MIRP) in 2004. In addition, the program was designed to break the 
smuggling cycle and began with those aliens apprehended by the United States Border Patrol in the desert “high 
risk” areas of Yuma and Tucson Sectors. This program returns Mexican nationals that volunteer to participate, 
directly via aircraft, to Mexico City. Since 2004, this program has operated seasonally when desert 
temperatures are at their peak, and the risk of death due to heat exposure is the highest. In 2008, DHS operated 
140 flights during a 70-day period from July 21 to September 28. The flights operated at 100 percent capacity 
for the entire 2008 operational period. The program returned 18,464 Mexican participants to the Mexican 
interior, a 58.7 percent participation rate out of 31,448 eligible migrants. DHS also expanded the pool of 
eligible volunteers to non-criminal Mexican nationals in ICE custody and subject to final orders of removal, and 
non-criminal Expedited Removal cases in U.S. Customs and Border Protection custody. The GOM provided 
consular and immigration support in Arizona and Mexico City and both governments deployed officers seven 
days a week during the 2008 program. 
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It is unclear at this time as to whether the MIRP will be operational in 2009. GOM due to port staffing and 
processing issues has expressed some concerns with group removals by commercial air to the Mexican interior. 


Question: What are you doing to shift resources around so that you keep American guns out the hands of drug 
dealers? 

ANSWER: A large number of weapons recovered in Mexico's drug war are smuggled illegally into Mexico 
from the United States. Clearly, stopping this flow must be an urgent priority. President Calder6n has 
identified the illegal flow of weapons from the United States as one of the biggest security threats to his 
country. Stopping weapons smuggling is a particular challenge, both because of the nature of the Southwest 
Border and because much of the smuggling occurs in small shipments of a few weapons at a time. In order to 
confront the transnational criminal groups operating across the common border, DHS will begin short-term 
increases to operations and programs designed to choke off the key resources for criminal groups: guns and 
bulk cash. This will be done in concert with the Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco and Firearms and with the Drug 
Enforcement Agency and appropriate state and local law enforcement officials. 

ICE and CBP partner in the ATF-led eTrace initiative, which is an innovative partnership that aids Mexican 
officials in the forensic tracking of weapons used in drug cartel violence. CBP is also partnering with the DEA 
and High Intensity Drug Trafficking Area centers to expand the DEA-created National License Plate Reader 
initiative, which will lead to better intelligence on trafficking organizations. CBP and ICE, along with ATF and 
the DEA, have jointly developed the Southwest Border Trafficking Initiative to identify and disrupt weapons 
and ammunition smuggling. Discussions are ongoing within that initiative to address more detailed procedures 
regarding the coordination of multi-agency operations and information sharing. 

Notably, ICE launched Operation Armas Cruzadas, a partnership with the government of Mexico to fight cross- 
border arms smuggling. Under Armas Cruzadas, ICE has taken an intelligence-driven, systematic approach to 
amis trafficking investigations. As part of this effort, ICE initiated a Weapons Virtual Task Force to create 
virtual communities where law enforcement can rapidly share intelligence and communicate in a secure 
environment through the Homeland Security Information Network. ICE also created a U.S.-vetted Arms 
Trafficking Group of Mexican officers. Since its inception. Operation Armas Cruzadas has resulted in 1 12 
criminal arrests and the seizure of 116,378 rounds of ammunition, 1,417 weapons seizures and $3,341,388 in 
monetary instrument seizures. 

These successful seizures account for only a fraction of the weapons being smuggled into Mexico. That is why 
DHS is increasing intelligence-driven enforcement against the southbound flow of weapons in a number of 
ways. DHS will triple the number of intelligence analysts from DHS Office of Intelligence and Analysis on the 
Southwest Border. These analysts will provide the strategic, intelligence-driven guidance that will be a driving 
force behind the efforts of ICE and CBP to secure our borders and stop the flow of illegal weapons into Mexico. 
ICE operates a Border Violence Intelligence Cell at the El Paso Intelligence Center that provides intelligence 
support to BESTs. These enhancements in intelligence will also improve the Department's ability to assess 
whether it is using its resources at the border in the most effective way possible to secure America. 

The bolstered ICE presence in the border region, increased collaboration with state and local authorities in the 
U.S., heightened resources dedicated to coordinating with Mexican officials, and improved support to state and 
local governments should all help to address southbound weapons smuggling. 


Comprehensive Strategy 
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More generally, you’ve described a dozen different operations and BEST taskforces operating at the US- 
Mexican border and elsewhere. But your description of ICE’s success stories sounds a bit like a game of whack- 
a-mole, with enforcement targeting one problem after another without a coherent, systematic strategy. 

Question: Can you describe how these diverse enforcement efforts fit together, and how they relate to the 
broader system of US Mexican migration flows and economic integration? 

ANSWER: As you have recognized, the BEST is a complex organization with diverse membership and 
authorities, but with one common goal - to disrupt and dismantle international criminal organizations operating 
across our borders, thereby protecting the United States and its people. On March 24, to address the need for a 
coherent, systematic strategy, the Administration announced its comprehensive response to the situation along 
the border with Mexico and DHS and ICE are critical participants in that response. The Administration is 
taking steps on both sides of the border, working with our Mexican partners, to support the Mexican 
government’s campaign against the violent cartels and to reduce contraband in both directions across the border. 
The United States is investing in enhancing Mexican law enforcement and judicial capacity. We are moving to 
disrupt illegal flow of weapons and bulk cash to Mexico and disrupt the flow of narcotics into the U.S. Across 
multiple federal agencies, we are confronting the criminal enterprises responsible for violence in Mexico in a 
carefully orchestrated way. Through a united strategy, the Administration’s plan will attack the border violence 
issue. 
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QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD SUBMITTED BY 
THE HONORABLE SAM FARR 


Jayson Ahern, Acting Commissioner, 

U.S. Customs and Border Protection 
DHS Response to Violence on the Border with Mexico 


Cost Benefit 


Adjusting for inflation, spending at the border has increased from $700 million in 1985 to $9 billion in 2009. 
However, despite these dramatic funding increases, there has been a surge in border violence, crime, and 
deaths. Additionally, there has been no observable effect whatsoever on immigrant inflows or - critically - on 
the ability of people to cross the border without being inspected. 

Question: How can CPB justify such a huge increase for what appears to be an ineffective outcome? 

ANSWER: During FY 2008, CBP made significant progress toward securing our nation’s border at and 
between the ports of entry. Through targeted operations, increases in staffing and training, additional 
infrastructure, better technology, and the support of the Congress, CBP’s frontline personnel were better 
equipped in FY 2008 than any period in the nation’s history. 

CBP continues to achieve success in performing our mission, which includes stemming the flow of illegal 
drugs and contraband, protecting our agricultural and economic interests from harmful pests and diseases, 
protecting American businesses from theft of their intellectual property, enforcing violations of textile 
agreements, tracking import safety violations, protecting the economy from monopolistic practices, regulating 
and facilitating international trade, collecting import duties, and enforcing United States trade laws. At the 
same time, our employees maintain a vigilant watch for terrorist threats. 

Border Patrol Agents improved border security in FY 2008, reducing the number of apprehensions at the 
borders by 17% over FY 2007 and 57% when compared to FY 2000. During FY 2008 the Border Patrol 
apprehended 723,825 compared with 876,704 during FY 2007 and 1,676,438 during FY 2000. During FY 2008 
alone, Yuma Sector saw a reduction in apprehensions by 78%, the El Paso Sector saw a reduction in 
apprehensions by 60%, and the El Centro Sector saw a reduction in apprehensions by 27%. Decreased 
apprehensions are one measure of decreased illegal cross-border activity. These result to a large degree from 
the deterrence aspects of increased operational effectiveness. The deterrence effect and certainty of 
apprehension increase as CBP approaches the right mix of personnel, technology and infrastructure in order to 
achieve operational control of the border. 

Individuals seeking entry into the United States are inspected at Ports of Entry (POEs) by CBP officers who 
determine their admissibility. The inspection process includes all work performed in connection with the entry 
of aliens and United States citizens into the United States, including preinspection performed by the 
Immigration Inspectors outside the United States. An officer is responsible for determining the nationality and 
identity of each applicant for admission and for preventing the entry of ineligible aliens, including criminals, 
terrorists and drug traffickers, among others. U.S. citizens are automatically admitted upon verification of 
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citizenship; aliens are questioned and their documents are examined to determine admissibility based on the 
requirements of the U.S. immigration law. 

CBP must perform our important security and trade enforcement work without stifling the flow of legitimate 
trade and travel. In FY 2008, CBP: 

• Processed more than 396 million pedestrians and passengers; 

• Processed more then 25 million truck, rail and sea containers; 

• Collected $32.9 billion in tariffs, fees and duties; 

• Arrested 27,300 individuals, including murderers, sexual predators, drug smugglers and individuals with 
links to terror; 

• Initiated over 38,000 expedited removal cases; 

• Intercepted 27,887 fraudulent documents; 

• Seized more then 570,000 pounds of marijuana and over 40,000 pounds of cocaine; 

• Seizing $76 million in currency; and 

• Intercepted more then 1.1 million plants and over 158,000 agriculture pests. 

Finally, it is important to note that any increase of cartel-related crime we have seen in the United States is not 
the same kind, on nearly the same scale, as in Mexico. The spike of cartel violence in Mexico is primarily a 
reaction against the efforts of the Mexican government to take on the cartels and battle the organized crime, 
corruption and violence that comes with the illegal drug trade, as well as a result of competition among the 
traffickers themselves to control constricted territories and smuggling routes. We are seeing only limited 
increases in drug-related violence in the United States, mainly in the form of cartel operatives committing 
violence against one another, the kidnappings of those involved in the drug trade or their family members, and 
assaults on Border Patrol agents by those attempting to bring illegal drugs into the country. It is also important 
to note that crime rates in some communities along the U.S. -Mexico border are at relatively low levels and have 
been decreasing in some communities. 


Question: With border violence on the rise, because of gun violence, wouldn’t we be better off redirecting 
resources to AFT? 

ANSWER: Although recent data confirms that gun related violence in Mexico has increased, U.S. Southwest 
border cities have a vastly lower rate of documented violence compared to their cross-border sister cities. The 
Immigration and Customs Enforcement Office of Intelligence 2009 Southwest Border Snapshot Report , 
published on March 17, 2009, found that media reports indicating widespread “spill-over” violence into the 
United States are not substantiated by statistical data. However, despite these findings, it is clear that violent 
drug trafficking organizations (DTOs) operating in Mexico threaten the safety and security of the United 
States. 

Given the depth of this challenge, U.S. Customs and Border Protection (CBP) recommends a comprehensive, 
multi-agency approach that leverages the resources, capabilities and legal authorities of CBP; the Bureau of 
Alcohol, Tobacco and Firearms (ATF); U.S. Immigration and Customs Enforcement (ICE); and other federal, 
state, local and tribal law enforcement organizations. Each of these law enforcement organizations plays a 
unique and critical role in countering the threat of DTO violence. However, as the primary interdiction agency 
responsible for U.S. border security, CBP is the first line of defense at and between ports of entry against “spill- 
over” violence and other national security threats. 

As a result, CBP is uniquely positioned to maintain the continuity of border security and significantly mitigate 
southbound firearms and bulk cash smuggling at and near the border. CBP has and will continue to conduct 
border enforcement operations to stem the flow of firearms and bulk cash into Mexico and will bolster these 
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efforts as additional resources become available. Finally, CBP will continue to leverage its long standing and 
effective partnerships with the ATF, ICE and other federal, state, local and tribal agencies to ensure the safety 
and security of the U.S./Mexico border and its residents. 
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QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD SUBMITTED BY 
THE HONORABLE HAROLD ROGERS 


Jayson Ahern, Acting Commissioner, 

U.S. Customs and Border Protection 
David Aguilar, Chief, U.S. Border Patrol 
Marcy Forman, Director, Office of Investigations, 
U.S. Immigration and Customs Enforcement 
DHS Response to Violence on the Border with Mexico 


Threat Assessment 


Question: Please submit an unclassified threat assessment of the escalating violence between the drug cartels 
in Mexico. This should include DHS’s assessment of the drivers of the escalating violence between the 
Mexican cartels, an assessment of violence in northern Mexico, and an assessment of both spillover violence 
and border violence in the U.S. along the southwest border. 

ANSWER: The following narrative is provided in response. 

The Key Drivers: 

Drug-related violence in Mexico increased significantly after President Felipe Calderon pledged to fight 
organized crime following his election in December 2006. 

• Calderon’s crackdown on the cartels included the deployment of 45,000 soldiers and federal police to 
Mexican cartel strongholds and eventually led to several arrests of key cartel members. The arrests 
disrupted the leadership hierarchy in several cartels and triggered shifting alliances among and within 
the cartels. 

• Other cartels have attempted to take advantage by moving into territories previously controlled by the 
disrupted cartels. The competition between cartels for lucrative trafficking routes into the United States 
has intensified the violence. 

• Fierce rivalries between senior lieutenants within the cartels, comhined with the competition for 
trafficking routes, has made some of the fighting personal. Retaliation for the murders of family and 
associates and for betrayal has contributed to brutality. 

Looking ahead, each of the drivers will likely be in play at some level over the next several years. The Mexican 
Government is likely to continue the pressure against the cartels for the duration of the Calderon 
Administration, which runs until December 2012. This pressure is likely to sustain an environment in which 
drug-related violence will remain substantially higher than levels prior to Calderon’s election in December 
2006. 


Calderon and his Attorney General have stated publicly in recent months that they expect the violence to 
get worse before it gets better. 
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• Violence is likely to flare up and die down in the aftermath of arrests of key leaders, particularly as 
cartels cope with some combination of internal power struggles, shifting alliances, opportunistic territory 
takeover attempts, retaliation against authorities, and intimidation directed at public officials, the 
military, and law enforcement. 

Tracking the Violence in Key Mexican States: 

Drug-related deaths in Mexico doubled from roughly 1,500 in 2006 to about 3,000 in 2007. As the warring 
between and within cartels intensified in early-to-mid 2008, drug-related deaths soared, reaching record levels 
of more than 6,000 last year. The vast majority of the victims were people reportedly involved in the drug 
trade. 

The deaths in 2008 were largely concentrated in five states - Baja California Norte, Chihuahua, Sinaloa, 
Guerrero and Michoacan. The two northern states of Baja California Norte and Chihuahua alone accounted for 
40 percent of the total drug-related murders. These two states are currently key battlegrounds for power 
struggles and territorial control. 

The current violence in Tijuana, Baja California Norte stems from a struggle between rival factions of the 
Arellano Felix Organization (AFO), as well as the Sinaloa cartel. Increased pressure from Mexican authorities 
and the Sinaloa cartel also has cut into AFO profits, forcing the organization to turn to kidnapping to make up 
for lost income. 

• Tijuana had its bloodiest year on record in 2008 with 843 killings, more than twice the number of 
murders in 2007. More than 200 kidnappings occurred in Baja California Norte in 2008. 

• Since mid-2008, former AFO senior lieutenant Eduardo Teodoro Garcia Simental has violently resisted 
the ascension of Fernando Sanchez Arellano, a nephew of the founding Arellano brothers, as leader of 
the cartel. 

Drug-related violence in Chihuahua has been concentrated in Ciudad Juarez, the location of an ongoing battle 
between the Sinaloa cartel and the Vicente Canillo Fuentes Organization for control over the strategic 
trafficking corridor into the United States. More than 1,600 drug-related murders occurred in the city in 2008, 
roughly one-fourth of all such murders in the country. 

For the first two months of 2009, Ciudad Juarez and Tijuana remained the key cartel battlegrounds. Deaths in 
these cities accounted for nearly half of the country’s drug deaths during January and February, according to 
Mexiean press. 

The Mexican Government’s deployment of an additional 8,000 soldiers and federal police to Ciudad Juarez in 
early March has substantially reduced deaths in the city, according to federal authorities and Mexican press, and 
may have at least temporarily pushed cartel battlegrounds elsewhere. 

• Accounts vary, but deaths so far in March are down by about 60-80 percent compared to February 
levels. 

• Meanwhile, anecdotal press accounts indicate that drug-related deaths are rising in the state of Durango, 
which could mean that the cartels are Fighting each other where they are less likely to encounter the 
military and federal police. 
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Drug-related violence in Gulf Cartel controlled territory - encompassing most of the Texas border east of El 
Paso - remains low, reflecting the lack of a serious challenge by rival cartels. 

How the Mexican Violence is Impacting the U.S. Side of the Border: 

The brutal, drug-related violence in Mexico has not translated into comparable violence in the United States, 
according to DHS/CBP reporting, police departments along the border region, FBI reporting and press. In late 
2008, an interagency partnership of US counterdrug agencies was asked to be on the lookout for indications of 
direct “spillover violence” - that is, assessing whether the warring Mexican cartels were beginning to plan and 
direct violence, such as assassinations, on the U.S. side of the border or against U.S. persons or authorities. 
U.S. authorities at the federal, state and local levels lack information that such Mexican cartel-directed activity 
has occurred. 

Moreover, as northern Mexican cities have experienced record levels of drug-related violence, overall murders 
and other violent crimes in most U.S. cities along the border continued to decline in 2008, according to crime 
data provided by the police departments, states, and preliminary data from the FBI’s Uniform Crime Report 
(UCR) that provides partial data for 2008. In fact, in the two U.S. cities located just across the border from the 
most intense cartel battlegrounds - San Diego, CA, and El Paso, TX - murders and violent crimes have 
remained low. 

• Violent crime in San Diego, located just across the border from Tijuana, decreased 4.5 percent in 2008, 
according to the City of San Diego Crime Report. Murders declined for a second straight year from 58 
in 2007 to 55 in 2008, and the overall crime rate per 100,000 persons is at its lowest level since 1966. 

• Compared with the 1,600 drug-related deaths in Ciudad Juarez, El Paso - located just across the border 
- recorded only 20 deaths, according to El Paso Police Department data. The UCR indicates the City 
has one of the lowest death rates per 100,000 in the nation. 

Murders have fallen in most other major U.S. cities near the southwest border, as well. 

• Phoenix recorded 160 murders in 2008, the second lowest total in 15 years, compared to 234 in 2006. 

• Murders in Houston have declined steadily over the past three years from 377 in 2006 to 294 in 2008. 

• The murder rate in Dallas in 2008 dropped to its lowest since 1966. 

• Murders decreased in San Antonio from 127 in 2007 to 1 16 in 2008. 

• Tucson is the one sizeable city that we surveyed that recorded an increase in murders in 2008 - 65, up 
from 54 in 2007, according to Tucson Police Department statistics. 

Within the context of overall low and/or declining murder rates in most cities near the border, drug-related 
crime remains a problem in the region. Two of the police departments we surveyed indicated that drug-related 
murders, for example, have increased as a share of the total. Kidnappings have also risen sharply Phoenix 
during the past two years, and a preliminary review of these cases indicates that majority of the victims are 
involved in the drug trade, according to officials in the Phoenix Police Department. Some of the kidnapping 
cases have also involved illegal aliens being held against their will, and small groups of criminals conducting 
home invasions in search of money and drugs. Authorities lack indications that any of the kidnappings were 
directed by the higher echelons of the Mexican cartels. 


Weapons Smuggling Assessment 



463 


Question: Please provide a complete assessment of weapons trafficking activity from the U.S. into Mexico. 
This should include an assessment of both legally purchased and illegally obtained weapons being smuggled 
outbound into Mexico and an assessment of the types of weapons being used by the Mexican drug cartels, 

ANSWER: The requested information is For Official Use Only as law enforcement sensitive material and has 
been shared with the Appropriations Committee separately. Public disclosure of this information would likely 
interfere with law enforcement operations. 


Bulk Cash Smuggling Assessment 

Question: Please provide a complete assessment of bulk cash smuggling activity from the U.S. into Mexico. 

ANSWER: The requested information is For Official Use Only as law enforcement sensitive material and has 
been shared with the Appropriations Committee separately. Public disclosure of this information would likely 
interfere with law enforcement operations. 
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RITY 


Opening Statement of Chairman Price 

Mr. Price. The subcommittee will come to order. 

We are pleased to have this morning four witnesses concerning 
health services for detainees in U.S. Immigration and Customs En- 
forcement custody. We have before us Jim Hayes, the Director of 
Detention and Removal Operations at U.S. Immigration and Cus- 
toms Enforcement, otherwise known as ICE; Captain Jose 
Rodriguez, Director of the ICE Division of Immigrant Health Serv- 
ices; Ms. Alicia Puente Cackley, Director of the Health Care Divi- 
sion at the Government Accountability Office, or GAO; and Ms. 
Dora Schriro, Special Advisor to Secretary Napolitano on ICE De- 
tention and Removal. We welcome you and look forward to your 
testimony this morning. 

The purpose of this hearing is to investigate the health care serv- 
ices ICE provides to individuals held in its custody at detention 
centers around the country, and to discuss efforts that DHS will 
make to improve those services. Over the past several years, there 
have been troubling media reports about detainee deaths that ap- 
pear to be preventable had the individuals in question been given 
appropriate and timely medical attention. 

Certainly not every death is preventable or avoidable; however, 
the incidence of death among ICE detainees, as well as the condi- 
tions under which some of those deaths occurred, raises serious 
questions about the health care provided by ICE for those it de- 
tains. I am concerned that cases of preventable deaths in ICE cus- 
tody may only be the most glaring examples of breakdowns in the 
detainee health care system. 

When ICE holds individuals in Federal custody, it has the re- 
sponsibility to treat those people fairly and humanely and to pro- 
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vide access to necessary medical care when requested. Unfortu- 
nately, ICE and the local and contract prisons it uses to detain ille- 
gal immigrants do not always seem able or willing to fulfill that 
responsibility. 

In several recent examples, individuals have died of late-diag- 
nosed or undiagnosed cancerous infections even though they had 
repeatedly requested and been denied more comprehensive medical 
examinations. 

There are troubling reports of ICE personnel in Washington, 
D.C. denying medical services for individuals held in detention cen- 
ters around the country, often based on little more than a faxed 
treatment request from a detention center doctor. 

Other investigations of ICE medical services have shown a fail- 
ure to provide physical examinations of all new detainees although 
ICE standards require such exams to be completed within 14 days 
of intake. A lack of transferable medical records, as well as the pol- 
icy that removes all medicines from detainees upon intake, has also 
resulted in medical problems, particularly for those suffering from 
chronic conditions such as HIV infection, diabetes, and hyper- 
tension. 

Lest anyone try to deny the problem, let me share some statis- 
tics. Nine detainees have died in the first 5 months of fiscal year 
2009. If deaths continue at this rate, more detainees will die in ICE 
custody this year than at any time since 2004. Eleven detainees 
died in ICE custody in fiscal year 2008. And of the 90 detainees 
that died since fiscal 2004, 6 have died at privately owned deten- 
tion centers, 8 have died after being transported to a hospital or 
other treatment location, 22 have died at Federal facilities, and 54 
have died at local prisons or jails. 

This distribution of deaths suggests a problem that is both perva- 
sive and ongoing. While it doesn’t prove causality, I think it is 
worth noting that at least 60 percent of the deaths occurred at local 
prisons and jails, even though fewer than 50 percent of detainees 
are held there. 

Last summer Senator Byrd, the Chairman of the Senate Appro- 
priations Subcommittee on Homeland Security, Senator Byrd and 
I requested the GAO investigate these and other troubling symp- 
toms of poor health services for ICE detainees. In particular, we 
asked GAO to review the bureaucratic structure providing medical 
services to detainees, including an investigation into why responsi- 
bility was transferred from the Department of Health and Human 
Services to ICE in the fall of 2007. 

Further, we asked GAO to identify the health care expenditures 
made by ICE over the last several years. We also asked GAO to 
evaluate the mortality rates for ICE detainees in comparison to 
others held in Federal custody, such as those within the Bureau of 
Prisons System. Ms. Cackley, we look forward to hearing about 
what you found. 

In the 2009 Appropriations Act, Congress provided $2 million for 
ICE and the DHS Office of Health Affairs to hire outside experts 
to review the ICE medical system and to offer recommendations on 
how it could be improved. I understand that this contract has not 
yet been awarded, which I find unsettling, given that the funds for 
it have been available for more than 5 months. 
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Mr. Hayes, Captain Rodriguez, Ms. Schriro, I would like for you 
explain how you plan to use these funds, when the study will be 
initiated, and what you will do with the recommendations that are 
made. 

In the broader context, I would like to hear from our witnesses 
about what can be done in the short term and over the longer term 
to reduce the rate of deaths and other medical problems at ICE de- 
tention facilities. 

Past reports by the GAO, the DHS inspector general, and others 
have recommended such changes as an electronic medical records 
system; an independent oversight and appeals board; standardized 
reporting on detainee morbidity and mortality; and more rigorous 
inspection and standards compliance reviews. Which of any of 
these recommendations has ICE implemented? Why, if these rec- 
ommendations have not been implemented, have they not been un- 
dertaken? And what else do DHS and ICE plan to do to improve 
health services that ICE provides? 

These are significant issues that literally involve matters of life 
and death. I am sure that you all understand that our government 
has a moral obligation to ensure the well-being of those in its cus- 
tody. So I hope that our witnesses from ICE and DHS will explain 
what the agency is doing to improve its health services for detain- 
ees. I expect GAO to have some concrete observations and rec- 
ommendations for strengthening those improvements. 

We will ask each of you to summarize your written statements 
in 5-minute oral presentations. We will reprint your full statements 
in the hearing record. 

Mr. Hayes and Captain Rodriguez, I will ask you to speak first 
about the current state of ICE detainee health services. Ms. 
Cackley, you will follow the ICE witnesses, explaining the work 
that you and your team have just completed. And then, Ms. 
Schriro, we will then ask you to discuss how you and Secretary 
Napolitano expect to address these and any other issues you have 
discovered about ICE detainee health care. 

[The information follows:] 
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This morning we have before the Subcommittee Jim Hayes, Director of Detention and Removal 
Operations at U.S. Immigration and Customs Enforcement, or ICE; Captain Jos£ Rodriguez, Director 
of the ICE Division of Immigrant Health Services; Ms. Alicia Puente Cackley, Director of the Health 
Care division at the Government Accountability Office, or GAO; and Ms. Dora Schriro, Special 
Advisor to Secretary Napolitano on ICE and Detention and Removal. We welcome you and look 
forward to your testimony. 

The purpose of this hearing is to investigate the health care services ICE provides to individuals 
held in its custody at detention centers around the country, and to discuss efforts that DHS will make to 
improve those services. Over the past several years, there have been troubling media reports about 
detainee deaths that appear to have been preventable, had the individuals in question been given 
appropriate and timely medical attention. Certainly not every death is preventable or avoidable. 
However, the incidence of deaths among ICE detainees, as well as the conditions under which some of 
these deaths occurred, raise serious questions about the health care provided by ICE for those it 
detains. 


I am concerned that cases of preventable deaths in ICE custody may only be the most glaring 
examples of breakdowns in the detainee health care system. When ICE holds individuals in federal 
custody, it has a responsibility to treat those people fairly and humanely, and to provide access to 
necessary medical care when requested. Unfortunately, ICE, and the local and contract prisons it uses 
to detain illegal immigrants, do not always seem able or willing to fulfill that responsibility. 

In several recent examples, individuals have died of late-diagnosed or undiagnosed cancerous 
infections, even though they had repeatedly requested, and been denied, more comprehensive medical 
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examinations. There are troubling reports of ICE personnel in Washington, DC denying medical 
services for individuals held in detention centers around the country, often based on little more than a 
faxed treatment request from a detention center doctor. Other investigations of ICE medical services 
have shown a failure to provide physical examinations of all new detainees, although ICE standards 
require such exams to be completed within 14 days of intake. A lack of transferrable medical records, 
as well as a policy that removes all medicines from detainees upon intake, has also resulted in medical 
problems, particularly for those suffering from chronic conditions such as HIV infection, diabetes, and 
hypertension. 

Lest anyone try to deny this problem, let me share some statistics: 

• Nine detainees have died in the first five months of fiscal year 2009 - if deaths continue at 
this rate, more detainees will die in ICE custody this year than any time since 2004. 

• 1 1 detainees died in ICE custody in fiscal year 2008. 

• And, of the 90 detainees who have died in ICE custody since fiscal year 2004: 

o 6 have died at privately-owned detention centers, 

o 8 have died after being transported to a hospital or other treatment location, 
o 22 have died at Federal facilities, and 
o 54 have died at local prisons or jails. 


This distribution of deaths suggests a problem that is both pervasive and on-going. And, while 
it does not prove causality, I think it worth noting that at least 60% of deaths occurred at local prisons 
and jails, even though less than 50% of detainees are held there. 

Last summer, Senator Byrd and I requested that GAO investigate these and other troubling 
symptoms of poor health services for ICE detainees. In particular, we asked GAO to review the 
bureaucratic structure for providing medical services to detainees, including an investigation into why 
responsibility was transferred from the Department of Health and Human Services to ICE in the fall of 
2007. Further, we asked GAO to identify the health care expenditures made by ICE over the last 
several years. We also asked GAO evaluate the mortality rates for ICE detainees in comparison to 
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others held in federal custody, such as those within the Bureau of Prisons system. Ms. Cackley, we 
look forward to hearing about what you found. 

In the 2009 Appropriations Act, Congress provided $2 million for ICE and the DHS Office of 
Health Affairs to hire outside experts to review the ICE medical system and offer recommendations on 
how it could be improved. I understand that this contract has not yet been awarded, which I find 
unsettling, given that the funds for it have been available for more than five months. Mr. Hayes, 
Captain Rodriguez, and Ms. Schriro, I would like you to explain how you plan to use these funds, 
when the study will be initiated, and what you will do with the recommendations made. 

In the broader context, I would also like to hear from our witnesses about what can be done in 
the short term and over the long term to reduce the rate of deaths and other medical problems at ICE 
detention facilities. Past reports by GAO, the DHS Office of Inspector General, and others have 
recommended such changes as an electronic medical record system, an independent oversight and 
appeals board, standardized reporting on detainee morbidity and mortality, and more rigorous 
inspection and standards compliance reviews. Which, if any, of these recommendations has ICE 
implemented? Why, if these recommendations have not been implemented, have they not been 
undertaken? And what else do DHS and ICE plan to do to improve the health services ICE provides? 

These are significant issues that literally involve matters of life and death. I’m sure that you 
all understand that our government has a moral obligation to ensure the well-being of those in its 
custody. So I hope that our witnesses from ICE and DHS will explain what the agency is doing to 
improve its health services for detainees. I expect GAO will have some concrete observations and 
recommendations for strengthening those improvements. We will ask each of you to summarize your 
written statements in a five-minute oral presentation; we will reprint your full statements in the hearing 
record. Mr. Hayes and Captain Rodriguez, I will ask you to speak first about the current state of ICE 
detainee health services. Ms. Cackley, you will follow the ICE witnesses, explaining the work that you 
and your team have just completed. Ms. Schriro, we will then ask you to discuss how you and 
Secretary Napolitano expect to address these and any other issues you have discovered about ICE 
detainee health care. 

However, before we hear from our witnesses, I will turn to Ranking Member Rogers for any 
comments he has. 


### 
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Mr. Price. Before we hear from our witnesses, I want to turn to 
our Ranking Member, A1 Rogers, for any comments he wishes to 
make. 


Opening Statement of Ranking Member Rogers 

Mr. Rogers. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Welcome to our distinguished guests. 

ICE has a legal and moral obligation to care for the safety and 
well-being of all those in its custody. I think I speak for all of us 
when I say that our goal should be to prevent any death. One 
death is too many. So, I sincerely appreciate the efforts of those ap- 
pearing before us today, as well as the thousands of ICE personnel 
in the field, to ensure the agency lives up to the solemn duty of 
providing sufficient health care for all of its detainees. 

I must stress that ICE is, in fact, performing a humanitarian 
mission as it provides basic and essential medical services to its de- 
tainees, some IV 2 million since the agency was created in 2003. In 
most of these cases, ICE is likely providing what amounts to the 
first real health care these individuals have been given for their 
entire life. 

As I understand it, each and every detainee is required to under- 
go a thorough medical screening; and, for those remaining in ICE 
custody at least 14 days, a comprehensive physical exam, as well 
as additional and specific medical treatment, as is indicated. 

That is full health care coverage at the American taxpayers’ ex- 
pense and at a level of quality that far exceeds what might other- 
wise be available to many of these individuals, evidenced by a mor- 
tality rate that is substantially lower for ICE detainees than for 
U.S. prisons and jail populations, U.S. hospitals, even the general 
U.S. population as a whole. 

The bottom line is that providing for the safe and humane con- 
finement of the hundreds of thousands of detainees that pass 
through ICE detention facilities each year is an unquestioned re- 
quirement and priority — a priority that is reflected by a doubling 
of budgetary resources over the last 5 years, from $74.3 million in 
fiscal 2004 to a projected $151 million in ICE’s 2009 budget, and, 
I might add, a priority that this subcommittee most certainly sup- 
ports. 

Now, as the Chairman has stated, ICE’s performance in this area 
has been punctuated by some unfortunate deaths and illnesses. 
Today I hope to learn more about these tragic cases. How ICE ad- 
dressed these situations and what the agency is doing to try to pre- 
vent such incidents from ever occurring again. 

We thank our witnesses for appearing today. We look forward to 
discussion on this critical issue. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

[The information follows:] 
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Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and welcome to our distinguished guests. 

ICE has a legal and moral obligation to care for the safety and well being of aft 
those in its custody, and I think I speak for all of us when I say that our goal should be to 
prevent any death or serious illness to the extent possible. After all, even one death, is one 
too many. 

So, I sincerely appreciate the efforts of those appearing before us today, as well as 
the thousands of ICE personnel in the field, to ensure the agency lives up to the solemn 
duty of providing sufficient health care for all of its detainees. 

I must stress that ICE is in fact performing a humanitarian mission as it provides 
basic and essential medical services to its detainees — some 1.5 million since the agency 
was created in 2003. In most of these cases, ICE is likely providing what amounts to the 
first real health care these individuals have been given in their lifetimes . 


As I understand it, each and every detainee is required to undergo a thorough medical 
screening and, for those remaining in ICE custody at least 14 days, a comprehensive 
physical exam, as well as additional and specific medical treatment as necessary. 

=> That 's full health care coverage at the American taxpayers ’ expense and at a level 
of quality that far exceeds what might otherwise be available to many of these 
individuals — evidenced by a mortality rate that is substantially lower for ICE 
detainees than for U.S. prison and jail populations, U.S. hospitals, and even the 
general U.S. population as a whole. 
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The bottom line is that providing for the safe and humane confinement of the 
hundreds of thousands of detainees that pass through ICE’s detention facilities each year is 
an unquestioned requirement and priority . 

=> A priority that is reflected by a doubling of budgelary resources over the last five 
years from $74.3 million in fiscal year 2004, to a projected $151 million in ICE’s 
fiscal year 2009 budget. 

=> And, I might add, a priority that this Subcommittee most certainly supports . 

Now, as the Chairman stated, ICE’s performance in this area has been punctuated by 
some unfortunate deaths and illnesses. Today, I hope to leant more about those tragic 
cases, how ICE addressed these situations, and what the agency is doing to tiy prevent 
such incidents from ever occurring again. 

I thank our witnesses for appearing today and look forward to a discussion of this 
critical issue. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

### 
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Mr. Price. Gentlemen, please proceed. 

Opening Statement of James Hayes/ICE-DRO 

Mr. Hayes. Good after morning, Chairman Price, Congressman 
Rogers, and distinguished members of the committee. My name is 
Jim Hayes, and since September 2008, I have been Director of De- 
tention and Removal Operations at U.S. Immigration and Customs 
Enforcement. It is my privilege to appear before you today to dis- 
cuss the detention process and medical care and treatment of ICE 
detainees. 

DRO’s core mission is the arrest, detention, and removal of inad- 
missible and deportable aliens. In doing so, we enforce laws that 
have been enacted by the Congress. Our authority to arrest and de- 
tain aliens is contained in the Immigration and Nationality Act. 

In carrying out our mission, one of our highest priorities is to 
provide a safe, secure, and humane detention environment for de- 
tainees, including providing health care to those in our custody. We 
take this responsibility very seriously, and I assure you that I am 
personally committed to ensuring that ICE detainees are treated 
humanely and receive adequate medical care for the duration of 
their time in custody. 

I look forward to working very closely with Secretary 
Napolitano’s special advisor, Dr. Doria Schriro, who is here today, 
to review and implement recommendations made by the Depart- 
ment’s Working Group on Detainee Health Care, which considered 
detainee health care improvements. The working group included 
the Office of Health Affairs at DHS, and individual external med- 
ical experts reviewed their report. 

Further, Chairman, as you noted, this committee funded an as- 
sessment of medical care provided to ICE detainees that will be 
performed by our Office of Professional Responsibility in consulta- 
tion with the Department’s Office of Health Affairs. We look for- 
ward to cooperating fully with that review. 

ICE uses detention as a tool to ensure that aliens amenable to 
removal from the United States are, in fact, removed. In fiscal year 
2009, the ICE detention program is funded for 33,400 beds. Cur- 
rently ICE estimates that more than 440,000 detainees will spend 
some time in ICE custody this year. The vast majority of these de- 
tainees will be in ICE care for approximately 30 days or less prior 
to their removal from the United States. 

ICE uses both internal and external programs to ensure that all 
facilities we use to house detainees provide safe, humane condi- 
tions of confinement, including private contractors and an internal 
group within our Office of Professional Responsibility. 

To further ensure that any deficiencies identified in any facility 
that we use are immediately addressed, in January of this year I 
directed that any deficiency be immediately reported to me for re- 
view so that I can closely track the progress in correcting them. 

It has always been ICE’s policy to address and correct defi- 
ciencies involving life and health safety issues immediately. How- 
ever, I believe that this higher level of visibility will speed remedi- 
ation efforts. 

To ensure detainees receive medical treatment in accordance 
with community standards of care, my office partners with U.S. 
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Public Health Service commissioned officers to provide or arrange 
for health care in 23 detention facilities that ICE uses, including 
all 7 ICE-owned service processing centers. 

During fiscal year 2008, I spent more than $128 million on de- 
tainee health care, including basic and advanced care for detainees 
at the above-mentioned facilities, as well as advanced care for de- 
tainees housed at other detention facilities. 

Since the creation of ICE in 2003, more than 1.7 million individ- 
uals have passed through ICE detention facilities. Last summer we 
began developing plans to add health records to our modernization 
of detainee records, with the goal of tracking all health care pro- 
vided to all detainees in ICE custody. 

Mr. Rogers, as you mentioned, each detainee receives an initial 
health screening once they come into ICE custody. These initial 
health screenings have proven, in some cases, to be lifesaving. 

In the 5 months since I became the permanent DRO Director, I 
have reviewed our detention system, including the health care de- 
livery system currently used. We are faced with a variety of chal- 
lenges, including the fact that 90 percent of our detainee popu- 
lation has generally not received adequate health care prior to en- 
tering ICE custody; the fact that of the detainees medically 
screened by DIHS in fiscal year 2008, 34 percent were identified 
as having chronic medical attention, including hypertension and di- 
abetes that was previously undiagnosed; the fact that we face a 
lack of available detention space in areas that we are busiest, 
southern California, New England, and right here in the Mid-At- 
lantic region; as well as the fact of rising health care costs for our 
generally poor health population. 

However, the mortality rate for ICE detainees in 2008 was 2.7 
deaths per 100,000 detainees. As GAO reported, given the gen- 
erally poor health of detainees in ICE custody, the comparatively 
low death rate among ICE detainees provides evidence of the ex- 
traordinary measures that ICE takes to prevent the death of any 
ICE detainee in our custody. 

When a death does occur, ICE reports it immediately to our own 
Office of Professional Responsibility and the DHS Office of Inspec- 
tor General to determine if an investigation into the circumstances 
of the detainee’s passing is warranted. Facilities are also required 
to report all deaths to the local medical examiner or coroner’s of- 
fice, who will conduct an autopsy, if required. 

DIHS also conducts an independent review of some in-custody 
deaths based on individual circumstances, and I am proud to report 
that this year we will begin recording all deaths in ICE custody to 
the Department of Justice’s Bureau of Justice Statistics. 

Despite steady improvement and increased investment in recent 
years, I believe our detention management system can be further 
strengthened. We have recognized the need for such improvement 
and have taken significant steps in working toward our goal of hav- 
ing the safest detention management system in the United States, 
if not the world. I look forward to working with Dr. Schriro to build 
upon this progress. 

Our comprehensive detainee health program is based on com- 
prehensive medical care, sound management, continuous review, 
and process improvement. Our detention oversight procedures work 
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to ensure a safe, secure, and humane detention environment. ICE 
detention and medical service processes are continually monitored 
by both internal and external experts, with the ultimate goal of 
providing the best possible conditions of confinement and health 
care to those in our custody. As I mentioned at the start of my 
statement, the well-being of our detainees is among our highest 
priorities and most important responsibilities. 

Thank you again for the opportunity to appear before you today. 
I look forward to answering any questions you may have. 

Mr. Price. Thank you very much. 

[The information follows:] 
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Good afternoon, Chairman Price, Congressman Rogers and distinguished Members of the 
Committee. My name is James Haves , and I am the Director of Detention and Removal 
Operations (DRO) at U.S. Immigration and Customs Enforcement (ICE). It is my privilege to 
appear before you to discuss the detention processes, medical care and treatment of ICE 
detainees. 

DRO’s core mission is the arrest, detention, and removal of inadmissible and deportable aliens. 
In doing so, we enforce the law as enacted by Congress. Our authority to arrest and detain aliens 
is contained in the Immigration and Nationality Act (Sections 236 and 241), first in 1952 and 
subsequently revised and expanded by Congress. In carrying out our mission, one of our highest 
priorities is to provide a safe, secure and humane detention environment for detainees, including 
providing health care to those in our custody. We take this responsibility very seriously and have 
created a comprehensive detainee health care program and a rigorous inspection program to that 
end. I am personally committed to ensuring that ICE detainees are treated humanely and receive 
adequate medical care for the duration of their time in custody. 

DRO will work closely with the Secretary’s Special Advisor Dora Schriro to review and 
implement recommendations made by the Department’s Working Group on Detainee Health 
Care, which considered detainee health care improvements and delivered its report to former 
Deputy Secretary Paul Schneider on January 26, 2008. The Working Group included the Office 
of Health Affairs and individual external medical experts commented on its reports. 

Additionally, as you are aware, this Committee funded an assessment of medical care provided 
to ICE detainees that will be performed by the Office of Professional Responsibility, in 
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consultation with the Department’s Office of Health Affairs. I understand the contract for that 
assessment will be awarded by mid-April, and we look forward to cooperating fully with the 
review. 


THE ICE DETENTION SYSTEM 

ICE uses detention as a tool to ensure that aliens amenable to removal from the United States are 
in fact removed. The detention facilities that ICE uses can be grouped according to function and 
ownership. Service Processing Centers (SPCs) are owned by ICE and staffed by a combination 
of federal and contract employees. Contract Detention Facilities (CDFs) are owned by private 
companies that contract directly with the government and staffed by a combination of federal and 
contract employees. Inter-govemmental Service Agreement facilities (IGSAs) are operated by 
local governments and are usually public facilities but can also be privately owned. Dedicated 
IGSAs are facilities with detention space reserved exclusively for ICE. Other facilities used by 
ICE include staging facilities for transportation, holding facilities, and hospitals for emergency 
care. 

Approximately 67 percent of the current ICE population is in 1GSA facilities, 1 5 percent in 
Contract Detention Facilities, and 1 0 percent in ICE-owned facilities; the remainder is housed by 
the Office of Refugee Resettlement, the Bureau of Prisons, or other, less restrictive detention 
settings. In Fiscal Year 2009, the ICE detention program is funded for 33,400 beds. Currently, 
ICE estimates that 442,941 detainees will spend time in ICE custody this year. The vast majority 
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of these detainees will be in ICE’s care for approximately 30 days or less prior to their 
deportation from the United States. 

ICE uses both internal and external programs to ensure that all facilities we use to house 
detainees provide safe, humane conditions of confinement, ICE contracts with two companies 
recognized for their expertise in detention management to conduct inspections and ensure 
ongoing quality control. Detention professionals from Creative Corrections perform annual 
detention facilities inspections previously performed by ICE employees on a collateral duty 
basis. Detention experts from the Nakamoto Group serve as on-site, full time quality assurance 
inspectors at our 37 largest facilities. The on-site contractor will be performing the same 
function on a regional basis for our other facilities by third quarter FY 2009. To ensure that 
identified deficiencies are immediately addressed, in January of this year, I directed that any 
deficiency be immediately reported to me for review so I can closely track progress in correcting 
the deficiency. It has always been ICE policy to address and correct deficiencies involving life 
and health safety issues; however, I believe the higher level of visibility will speed remediation 
efforts. 

Internally, in 2007, ICE created the Detention Facilities Inspection Group (DFIG) to conduct 
specialized inspections of detention facilities and to investigate allegations of mistreatment and 
non-compliance with our detention standards. The Inspection Group does not report to me, but to 
the ICE Office of Professional Responsibility (OPR), which independently inspects and reviews 
ICE offices, operations, and processes. 
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DETAINEE HEALTH CARE SERVICES 

To ensure detainees receive medical treatment in accordance with community standards of care, 
my office partners with U.S. Public Health Service commissioned officers to provide or arrange 
for health care in 23 detention facilities that ICE uses, including ail seven ICE-owned Service 
Processing Centers. The Division of Immigration Health Services (DIHS) has more than 700 
doctors, nurses, and other health care professionals. During Fiscal Year 2008, ICE spent over 
S128 million on detainee health care, including basic and advanced care for detainees at the 
above mentioned facilities as well as advanced care for detainees housed at other detention 
facilities. 

Since the creation of ICE in 2003, more than 1 .7 million individuals have passed through ICE 
detention facilities. ICE currently tracks all health care provided to detainees in detention 
facilities staffed by DIHS and advanced care authorized for all ICE detainees through the DIHS 
Managed Care Program. Last summer, we began developing plans to add health records to our 
modernization of detainee records, with the goal of tracking all health care provided to those in 
ICE custody. 

The initial health screening must occur within 12 hours of a detainee’s arrival at a facility to 
determine each detainee’s medical, mental health, and/or dental needs. Included in this process is 
either a chest x-ray or skin test for tuberculosis. Immediate attention is provided to detainees who 
present a danger or an imminent risk to themselves or others, such as infectious diseases. 
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uncontrolled mental health disorders, or conditions that would deteriorate if not addressed 
immediately by medical personnel. 

These initial health screenings have proven, in some cases, to be life saving. For example, last 
August, a Mexican national arrested by ICE agents during a worksite enforcement operation was 
diagnosed during his initial health screening in ICE custody with an abdominal aortic aneurysm, 
a serious and potentially life-threatening condition. DIHS took immediate action and arranged 
for this detainee to undergo a surgical procedure that literally saved his life. 

In addition to the initial health care screening, ICE detainees receive a health appraisal and 
physical examination within 14 days of arrival to identify medical conditions that might require 
monitoring and treatment. Through the screening, physical exam and any other subsequent 
evaluations, medical staff ensure detainees receive prescription medications, consultations, and 
follow-up appointments for conditions. Scheduled visits include appointments made in advance 
for ambulatory care or specialty care clinics. Unscheduled visits are performed for emergent or 
urgent conditions. 

If language difficulties prevent the health provider or officer from directly communicating with a 
detainee for purposes of completing a medical screening or health evaluation, the officer is 
required to obtain translation assistance. ICE has several translation services contracts in place to 


meet this need. 
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All ICE detainees, regardless of classification, have access to sick call. Detainees have the 
opportunity to request health care services provided by a physician or other qualified medical 
officer in a clinical setting. Procedures are in place to ensure that all requests for care are 
received by the health service provider in a timely manner. 

The sick call process provides detainees access to non-emergency medical services, and all 
facilities are required to have regularly scheduled times when medical personnel will be 
available to see detainees who have requested service. For emergency or urgent medical services, 
detainees may notify any facility staff at any time that a problem occurs, and medical staff or 91 1 
will be called immediately. 

Medical care provided at each detention facility also includes access to prescription medications. 
Prescriptions written for detainees by the health service provider are filled either by an on-site 
pharmacy or by a local community pharmacy. 

The ICE Medical Program articulates the health care services, medical products and treatment 
options that are available to any detainee in custody, including treatment for conditions that pose 
an imminent threat to life, limb, hearing or sight. Medical conditions which the local treating 
physician believes would cause suffering or deterioration of a detainee's health are also assessed 
and evaluated through the DIHS Managed Care Program. The Program uses a network of more 
than 500 hospitals, 3,000 physicians, and 1,300 other health care facilities to provide a wide 
range of medical services available to all ICE detainees. 
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Detainees who require care beyond what can be provided at their detention facility are provided 
those services through the Managed Care Program. Each year, DIHS handles more than 40,000 
requests for outside services. The average turnaround time for a request is 2.6 days, and 98 
percent of requests are approved. Relying on DIHS’ managed care network, ICE ensures that 
detainees get access to specialized treatment for cancer, heart conditions, diabetes, as well as a 
variety of general surgical procedures, including those covering appendicitis, diseases of the gall 
bladder, and orthopedics. 


CHALLENGES AND IMPROVEMENTS 


Last year, ICE revised its National Detention Standards and plans to begin a phased 
implementation of new performance-based detention standards. ICE will begin implementing 
the Performance Based National Detention Standards this April in ICE-owned detention 
facilities; ICE expects to have the new standards fully implemented in all detention facilities 
housing ICE detainees by June 2010. In administering the new standards, ICE has developed a 
compliance monitoring program including a new unit dedicated to ensuring day-to-day 
compliance and expert, trained detention management staff assigned to each DRO field office. 

In the five months since I became the permanent DRO Director, I have reviewed our detention 
system, including the health care delivery system currently used. We are faced with a variety of 
challenges, including: that 90 percent of our detainee population comes from 10 of the world’s 
most underdeveloped nations and have generally not received adequate health care prior to 
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entering ICE custody: that of the detainees medically screened by DIHS in Fiscal Year 2008, 34 
percent of detainees were identified as having chronic health care problems including cases of 
hypertension and diabetes that were previously undiagnosed; the lack of available detention 
space in areas where ICE is busiest, including southern California, New England, and the mid- 
Atlantic region; and the rising health care costs for a detainee population in generally poor 
health. 

Before I conclude, I would like to make a few comments regarding detainee deaths. While a 
single death of a detainee is a tragedy, and potentially a failure of the system, the Detainee 
Health Program has an overall death rate that is well below those in comparable detention or 
correctional settings. Although exact comparisons of mortality rates between ICE facilities and 
other correctional and jail settings are difficult, mortality rates at ICE facilities have significantly 
decreased since 2004. 

The mortality rate for ICE detainees in 2008 was 2.7 deaths per 100,000 detainees. As the 
Government Accountability Office (GAO) reported, given the generally poor health of detainees 
who enter ICE custody, the comparatively low death rate among ICE detainees provides 
evidence of the extraordinary measures ICE takes to prevent the death of any ICE detainee in our 
care. 

When a death does occur, ICE reports it immediately to our Office of Professional Responsibility 
(OPR) and the DHS Office of the Inspector General (OIG) to determine if an investigation into 
the circumstances of the detainee’s passing is warranted. Facilities are also required to report all 
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deaths to the local medical examiner or coroner’s office, who will conduct an autopsy if 
required. DIHS also conducts an independent review of some in-custody deaths based on the 
individual circumstances. This year, we will start reporting all deaths in ICE custody to the 
Department of Justice’s Bureau of Justice Statistics. 

Despite steady improvement and increased investment in recent years, I believe our detention 
management system can be strengthened further. We have recognized the need for such 
improvement and have taken significant steps in working toward our goal of having the safest 
detention management system in the United States. I look forward to working with Dr. Schriro 
to build upon this progress. Our comprehensive detainee health program is based on 
comprehensive medical care, sound management, continuous review, and process improvement. 
Our detention oversight procedures work to ensure a safe, secure, and humane detention 
environment. ICE’S detention and medical service processes are continually monitored by both 
internal and external experts with the ultimate goal of providing the best possible conditions of 
confinement and health care to those in our custody. As I mentioned at the start of my statement, 
the well being of our detainees is among our highest priorities and most important 
responsibilities. 

Thank you for the opportunity to appear before you today, and I look forward to answering any 
questions you may have. 
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James T. Haves. Jr. 


James T. Hayes, Jr. has served as the Director for the Office of Detention and Removal Operations 
(DRO), within U.S. Immigration and Customs Enforcement (ICE) since September 28, 2008 and 
was acting in the capacity since June 20, 2008. Through the fair enforcement of the nation’s 
immigration laws, DRO promotes public safety and national security by ensuring the departure of 
all removable aliens from the United States. In this capacity, Mr. Hayes is responsible for 
employing DRO resources to detain certain aliens while their cases are being processed and to 
remove them from the United States when so ordered. Mr. Hayes has direct operational oversight of 
five major program divisions and 24 field offices, accountability for the execution of a S2.63 billion 
dollar budget and the management of approximately 7,000 staff. On any given day, DRO houses 
up to 33,400 immigrant detainees in more than 300 facilities nationwide. As such, over 442,000 are 
expected to pass through DRO detention in Fiscal Year 2009. 

From April to June of 2008, Mr. Hayes served as the DRO Acting Assistant Director for 
Enforcement Operations. In this capacity, Mr. Hayes was responsible for ensuring program 
effectiveness within DRO’s Enforcement Divisions and in the monitoring of field enforcement 
activities. This included independently planning and directing the Criminal Alien Division, 
Compliance Enforcement Division, Response Coordination Division, and the Executive 
Information Unit. As Acting Assistant Director for Enforcement Operations, Mr. Hayes 
implemented an extremely high profile and successful initiative, Operation Repeat Offender. 
Partnering with the United States Attorney’s Office, this initiative has increased criminal 
prosecutions of violent, recidivist criminal aliens along the southwest border with a focus on 
increased deterrence and reduced recidivism. Through the efforts of Mr. Hayes, this Operation was 
expanded nationally to include all 24 DRO field offices. 

From January to March 2008, Mr. Hayes was assigned as the Acting Director for Field Operations. 
In this position, he was responsible for the monitoring of all field activities, ensuring policy 
consistency, and responding to field office needs. He provided executive leadership to managers 
and supervisors that extended to all aspects of DRO’s program responsibilities, including budgetary 
and operational management. During Mr. Hayes’ tenure in this position, he implemented 
“DROSTAT”, a nationwide statistical tracking report. DROSTAT integrates information from 
DRO’s various information systems and is designed to track the productivity and efficiency of each 
of the 24 DRO field offices. 

Prior to these executive leadership assignments, Mr. Hayes held a variety of positions. He began his 
career as a Border Patrol Agent in Del Rio, Texas and subsequently served as a Deportation Officer 
in Los Angeles, California and a Special Agent in Orange County, California. Mr. Hayes’ 
managerial experience includes assignments as the Section Chief of ICE’s National Security Unit, 
Acting Unit Chief of ICE’s National Security Unit and Contraband Smuggling Unit, and the Field 
Office Director for the ICE DRO Los Angeles Field Office. 

Mr. Hayes holds a Bachelor’s Degree in Criminal Justice Administration from Park University and 
is a member of the Senior Executive Service. 
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Mr. Price. Captain Rodriguez. 

Opening Statement of Captain Rodriguez/ICE-DIHS 

Captain Rodriguez. Good morning, Chairman Price, Ranking 
Member Rogers, distinguished members of the committee. My 
name is Captain Jose Rodriguez. I am a family physician and a 
commissioned officer of the U.S. Public Health Service, currently 
serving as the Director of ICE’s Division of Immigration Health 
Services since October of 2008. Thank you for allowing me to ap- 
pear before you today. 

The mission of DIHS is to protect America by providing health 
care and public health services in support of immigration law en- 
forcement. DIHS consists of U.S. Public Health Services, GS em- 
ployees, and contracted medical staff. Our medical staff has pro- 
vided health care and made medical recommendations about med- 
ical and mental health treatment of detainees in ICE facilities 
since ICE was created. The PHS officers are detailed from the De- 
partment of Health and Human Services to DHS. These health pro- 
fessionals exercise their independent medical judgments about all 
matters pertaining to a detainee’s health care, and seek to ensure 
that everyone they see receives appropriate medical treatment con- 
sistent with accepted community standards of care. 

DIHS is responsible for protecting America’s borders utilizing 
disease screening and prevention controls for ICE detainees 
through the administration of a comprehensive health care delivery 
system incorporating medical, mental health, and environmental 
services. ICE, through its National Detention Standards, requires 
that each detainee receive an initial medical screening, including a 
mental health and dental examination, within 12 hours of arrival 
into custody. Those remaining in ICE custody for at least 14 days 
also receive a comprehensive health assessment, which includes a 
detailed medical history and a complete medical examination. 

Many of these detainees learn of a medical ailment or receive 
medical care and treatment for the first time in their lives through 
this comprehensive screening. In fiscal year 2008, of the 236,006 
detainee screenings, 81,352 detainees, or approximately 34 percent, 
were identified as having chronic conditions such as diabetes, hy- 
pertension, or a mental illness. Some detainees suffer from mul- 
tiple chronic conditions. 

Each DIHS-staffed facility has a written plan for the delivery of 
24-hour emergency health care or immediate outside medical atten- 
tion. All facilities have arrangements with nearby medical facilities 
or health care providers for health care not provided within the fa- 
cility. When an ICE detainee is hospitalized, the hospital assumes 
medical decisionmaking authority on all treatment matters. 

Each DIHS clinic has a mechanism that allows detainees to re- 
quest health care services provided by a physician or other quali- 
fied medical officer in a clinical setting. Detainees, including those 
who are illiterate or do not speak or read English, can receive as- 
sistance in filling out the request slip to access a health care pro- 
vider. 

Patients are treated in accordance with nationally recognized 
standards and guidelines. Individuals who have acute or chronic 
health care needs are referred to a primary care provider for eval- 
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uation and medical treatment. Those found to have an infectious 
disease are placed in an appropriate health care setting and receive 
treatment for their condition. 

Access to health care outside of DIHS facilities are available to 
detainees when their needed medical care cannot be provided on 
site. DIHS oversees the financial authorization of the off-site spe- 
cialty and emergency care for all detainees in ICE custody, wher- 
ever they are housed. 

The demands on DIHS to provide mental health care services for 
detainees continue to grow with the size of the detainee population. 
To address these mental health needs, the psychologists and social 
workers of DIHS have provided some 27,000 combined patient en- 
counters for psychological services. One of our initial developments 
in the mental health area has been the development and imple- 
mentation of a training program on suicide prevention for DIHS 
staff members to increase their awareness of early indicators for 
potential suicidal behavior. 

The DIHS Epidemiology Branch monitors tuberculosis cases to 
ensure continuity of care, whether the detainee is to be released 
into custody in the United States or returned to his or her country 
of origin. Between January 1, 2007, and May 31, 2008, ICE coordi- 
nated the repatriations to home countries of individuals with active 
or suspected active tuberculosis. DIHS seeks to minimize threats to 
public health domestically and globally and prevent transmission of 
drug-resistant or multi-drug-resistant tuberculosis. 

DIHS is committed to providing quality medical care to detain- 
ees. To help ensure that consistent and quality care is provided, all 
facilities run by DIHS maintain accreditation from three nationally 
recognized accrediting bodies to ensure the quality of health care 
meets industry standards: The American Correctional Association, 
the National Commission on Correctional Health Care, and the 
Joint Commission. 

Detainee facilities are also assessed by using ICE National De- 
tention Standards to ensure that adequate and appropriate medical 
care is provided to detainees. All DIHS health care providers are 
required to be licensed and credentialed under the same guidelines 
as those serving in other Federal and community facilities. 

DIHS continues to make improvements to ensure that consistent 
quality medical care is accessible to all ICE detainees. This is ac- 
complished through regular and frequent communication with ICE 
DRO leadership and enhancements to existing programs. DIHS is 
actively participating in the Electronic Medical Record Workgroup 
that is evaluating several electronic health care record systems for 
deployment in the near future. 

Thank you for allowing me to provide testimony before your com- 
mittee today. I will be happy to answer any questions you have at 
this time. 

Mr. Price. Thank you. 

[The information follows:] 
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Good afternoon. Chairman Price, Ranking Member Rogers and distinguished Members 
of the Subcommittee. My name is Captain Jose Rodriguez, and I am a Medical Doctor 
and Commissioned Officer of the United States Public Health Service currently serving 
as the Director of U.S. Immigration and Customs Enforcement (ICE)’s Division of 
Immigration Health Services (DIHS). Thank you for allowing me to appear before you 
today. 

The mission of DIHS is to protect America by providing health care and public health 
services in support of immigration law enforcement. DIHS consists of U.S. Public 
Health Service (PHS), General Schedule (GS) employees, and contracted medical 
staffing services. The dedicated medical professionals of the U.S. Public Health Service 
have provided health care and made medical recommendations about medical and mental 
health treatment of detainees in ICE facilities since ICE was created. The PHS officers 
are detailed from the Department of Health and Human Services to the Department of 
Homeland Security. These health professionals exercise their independent medical 
judgment about all matters pertaining to a detainee’s health care and seek to ensure that 
everyone they see receives appropriate medical treatment consistent with accepted 
community standards of care. 

DIHS is responsible for protecting America’s borders utilizing disease screening and 
prevention controls for ICE detainees through the administration of a comprehensive 
health care delivery system incorporating medical, mental health, and environmental 
services. It serves as the primary focal point within ICE for the planning, management, 
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policy formation, program coordination, direction, and liaison for ICE detainee health 
matters. DIHS, through the USPHS medical staff, also oversees the financial 
authorization and payment for off-site specialty and emergency care for detainees in ICE 
custody. 

DIHS provides health care to detained aliens in ICE facilities, including those who may 
encounter a medical emergency while in custody. DIHS provides health care to detainees 
at Service Processing Centers (SPC), Contract Detention Facilities (CDF), and certain 
Intergovernmental Service Agreement (IGSA) facilities. 

ICE, through its National Detention Standards, requires that each detainee receive an 
initial medical screening, including a mental health and dental evaluation, within 12 
hours of arrival into custody. Those remaining in ICE custody for at least 14 days also 
receive a comprehensive health assessment, which includes a detailed medical history 
and a complete physical examination. Many of these detainees learn of a medical ailment 
or receive medical care and treatment for the first time through this comprehensive 
screening. ICE requires that each detainee is provided specific treatment as medically 
indicated for both chronic illnesses and newly diagnosed conditions. 

In FY2008, of the 236,906 detainee screenings, 81,352 detainees, or approximately 34 
percent were identified as having chronic conditions, including hypertension, diabetes, 
and/or mental health issues. Some detainees suffer from multiple chronic conditions. 
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Each DIHS-staffed clinic has a written plan for the delivery of 24-hour emergency health 
care or immediate outside medical attention. All facilities have arrangements with 
nearby medical facilities or health care providers for health care not provided within the 
facility. When an ICE detainee is hospitalized, the hospital assumes medical decision- 
making authority, including the patient’s drug regimen, lab tests, X-rays and treatments. 
Appropriate custodial officers are required to transport and remain with the detainee for 
the duration of any off-site treatment or hospital admission. 

Each DIHS clinic has a mechanism that allows detainees to request health care services 
provided by a physician or other qualified medical officer in a clinical setting. Detainees, 
including those who are illiterate or do not speak or read English, can receive assistance 
in filling out the request slip to access a health care provider. Each detainee who is 
identified with a chronic-care issue is treated and educated on self-care needs, and 
appropriate treatment and follow-up are coordinated while the individual is in ICE 
custody. 

Patients are treated in accordance with nationally- recognized standards and guidelines. 
This care may be given on- or off-site, as appropriate for the individual patient’s clinical 
condition. Individuals who have acute or chronic physical health care needs are referred 
to a primary care provider for evaluation and medical treatment. Those found to have an 
infectious disease are placed in an appropriate health care setting and receive treatment 
for their condition. Access to health care outside DIHS facilities is available to detainees 
when their needed medical care cannot be provided at the onsite detention health care 
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facility. DIHS also oversees the financial authorization and payment for off-site specialty 
and emergency care for all detainees in ICE custody, wherever they are housed. 

The demands on DIHS to provide mental health care services for detainees continue to 
grow with the size of the detainee population. To address these mental health needs, the 
psychologists and social workers of DIHS have provided some 27,000 combined patient 
encounters for psychological services. Since April 2007, psychologists and social 
workers have provided some of the following services: psychological and psychiatric 
assessments and evaluations, individual psychotherapy sessions, psychiatric medication 
management follow-up, acute mental health hospitalizations, suicide risk assessments, 
and suicide watch follow-up appointments. This list is not all-inclusive and applies only 
to those detainees in facilities where DIHS Mental Health officers and staff are assigned. 
Crises intervention services, consultations to special housing unit intakes, special housing 
unit follow-up appointments and other services provided to detainees are not listed in the 
above tally. Approximately 82 percent of the services were direct patient contact. DIHS 
has also developed and implemented a training program for DIHS staff members on 
suicide prevention. 

The DIHS medical staff and the Epidemiology Branch monitor tuberculosis (TB) cases to 
ensure continuity of care, whether the detainee is to be released from custody into the 
United States or returned to his or her country of origin. Between January 1, 2007 and 
May 31, 2008, ICE coordinated the repatriations to home countries of 156 individuals 
with active or suspected active tuberculosis. DIHS seeks to minimize threats to public 
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health domestically and globally and prevent transmission of drug-resistant and multi- 
drug resistant tuberculosis. 

DIHS is committed to providing quality medical care to detainees. To help ensure that 
consistent and quality care is provided, all DIHS facilities maintain accreditation from 
three nationally-recognized accrediting bodies to ensure the quality of health care meets 
industry standards: the American Correctional Association (ACA), the National 
Commission on Correctional Health Care (NCCHC), and the Joint Commission. Detainee 
facilities are also assessed using ICE’s National Detention Standards to ensure that 
adequate and appropriate medical care is provided to detainees. All DIHS health care 
providers are required to be licensed and credentialed under the same guidelines as those 
serving the U.S. Bureau of Prisons and other federal or community facilities. 

DIHS continues to make improvements to ensure that consistent quality medical care is 
accessible to all ICE detainees. This is accomplished through regular and frequent 
communications with ICE DRO leadership and enhancements to existing programs. 

DIHS is actively participating in the Electronic Medical Record (EMR) Workgroup that 
is evaluating several electronic health records systems. 

Thank you for allowing me to provide testimony before your committee today. I’m happy 
to answer any questions you have. 


6 
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CAPT Jose H. Rodriguez, MD, MBA, CHE 

CAPT Jose H. Rodriguez, USPHS is a Board certified family physician with 27 years of active 
duty service, including tours with the U. S. Air Force, U. S. Coast Guard, and the National 
Health Service Corps. He is a graduate of the University of Puerto Rico (UPR) where he 
obtained a pre-medical degree followed by the completion of his medical degree in 1978. He 
completed a residency program in Family Practice at the San Pablo Medical Center, in Bayamon, 
PR in 1993, where he was appointed Chief Resident. 

In 2003, Dr. Rodriguez completed a Masters in Business Administration (MBA) with 
concentration in Healthcare Management and in 2004, CAPT Rodriguez became Board Certified 
by the American College of Healthcare Executives (ACHE). In addition, he is currently a 
Fellow of the American Academy of Family Physicians and a Diplomate of ACHE, a member of 
the Commissioned Corps Association, and the National Association of Managed Care 
Physicians. Dr. Rodriguez is also a certified Flight Surgeon from the U.S. Air Force since 1986. 

CAPT Rodriguez professional managerial experience includes serving as Chief of Operational 
Medicine & Quality Assurance Branch for the U. S. Coast Guard Maintenance Logistics 
Command Atlantic, from 1996 thru 2001. Dr. Rodriguez is the only United States Public Health 
Service (USPHS) officer to become the Chief of the U. S. Coast Guard Office of Work-Life, 
serving in this capacity from 2005 thru 2007 in Washington, DC. CAPT Rodriguez is currently 
the Director of the Division of Immigration Health Services, position that he has occupied since 
October 21 s1 , 2009. 

His awards and decorations include, the U.S. Coast Guard Commendation and Achievement 
medals, the Presidential Unit Citation and the National Defense Medal among many others. 

CAPT Rodriguez is a past National Executive vice-president of the Association of Naval 
Services Officers. He has been awarded the National Image, Inc Meritorious Service Award 
twice (2000 & 2004) for his exceptional initiative and leadership through involvement in a 
variety of civil /human rights outreach programs, recruiting efforts, volunteer medical services, 
and command activities. CAPT Rodriguez is also a member of the Gideons International since 
1983, a lay minister and medical missionary, and a Bible teacher as well as a Gospel soloist. 
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Mr. Price. We will now turn to the GAO report. 

Ms. Cackley, you may proceed. 

Opening Statement of Ms. Cackley/GAO 

Ms. Cackley. Thank you. Chairman Price, Ranking Member 
Rogers, and members of the subcommittee, I am pleased to be with 
you today as you examine health care for immigration detainees in 
the custody of U.S. Immigration and Customs Enforcement, or ICE. 

Health care for detainees has been an issue of concern as cases 
of poor health outcomes and even deaths of ICE detainees have 
come to light. My remarks this morning are based on a report we 
prepared for the subcommittee, which you released yesterday, enti- 
tled “DHS: Organizational Structure and Resources for Providing 
Health Care to Immigration Detainees.” 

My remarks will cover two key areas that you asked us to exam- 
ine. The first is ICE’s organizational structure for providing health 
care to detainees. The second is ICE’s annual spending and staffing 
for detainee health care, as well as the number and types of serv- 
ices provided. We did not address the quality of care that detainees 
in ICE custody receive. 

As our first graphic shows, ICE mainly uses three types of facili- 
ties to house detainees. Of the three facility types, intergovern- 
mental service agreement facilities, or IGSAs, are the most com- 
mon. ICE uses 514 IGSAs, which are generally State and local jails 
under contract with ICE to hold detainees. 

As the next graphic shows, the majority of the population is 
housed at IGSAs. In fiscal year 2007, almost two-thirds of the de- 
tainee population was held in IGSAs. The remaining ICE detainees 
were held at 15 service processing centers and contract detention 
facilities. 

I need to note that ICE is not able to provide reliable data on 
the number of unique individuals it detains each year. Throughout 
our work, we use data on the number of beds ICE used on an aver- 
age day during the fiscal year, or what is called the average daily 
population, because this is the only reliable measure that ICE 
could provide. 

In general, ICE organizational structure for providing health 
care to detainees differs by type of facility. At the largest facilities, 
staff from the Division of Immigration Health Services, or DIHS, 
provide health care services. DIHS is comprised of contract employ- 
ees and officers from the U.S. Public Health Service Commission 
Corps. 

About half of all ICE detainees receive health care at facilities 
staffed by DIHS providers. In contrast, some IGSA facilities engage 
on-site clinicians, while others have no health care staff on site and 
rely on community providers to deliver care. 

Until October 1, 2007, HHS and DHS had agreements that en- 
abled the use of DIHS medical personnel to provide detainee health 
care. DIHS is no longer a component of HHS, and Public Health 
Service officers are now detailed to DHS. 

DHS officials reported that ICE now has a component named 
DIHS that provides health care services to detainees. However, 
DHS could not provide us an organizational chart to show DIHS’s 
placement within the agency. 



499 


During our work, ICE officials told us that its facilities are not 
required to keep standardized records or to report routinely on de- 
tainee health care. Although facilities are responsible for transfer- 
ring detainees’ medical information when detainees are trans- 
ferred, the completion of these medical transfer summaries are not 
monitored. 

In terms of resource utilization, we found that it was difficult to 
get a complete picture of health care spending, staffing, and serv- 
ices provided to detainees. Data are not available on many of the 
health care expenditures incurred by IGSAs. Likewise, data on 
medical claims submitted by community medical providers could 
not be reported by facility type, such as IGSAs. 

Given those caveats, ICE’s available data on health care spend- 
ing, staffing and services provided generally indicated growth in all 
three areas. The available data for medical claims and DIHS pro- 
gram operations showed that from fiscal years 2003 through 2007, 
spending on detainee health care rose by 47 percent. Over the 
same period, the average daily population increased by about 40 
percent. Likewise, the number of DIHS health care staff and the 
number of services they provided both increased during this time. 

In conclusion, some aspects of DHS’s organizational structure 
and its current management practices may affect the agency’s abil- 
ity to oversee spending, staffing, and services for detainee health 
care. Our work identified a number of areas that may merit addi- 
tional study. These include ICE’s ability to account for the number 
of individuals in custody; reporting relationships between DIHS 
and ICE; IGSA health care recordkeeping and reporting require- 
ments; ICE ability to ensure the transfer of medical records when 
detainees are transferred between facilities; ICE’s ability to iden- 
tify expenditures incurred by IGSAs for detainee health care; and 
ICE’s ability to identify medical claims expenditures by facility 
type, such as IGSAs. 

Mr. Chairman, this concludes my prepared statement. I would be 
happy to respond to any questions you or members of the sub- 
committee may have. 

Mr. Price. Thank you. We will return to those findings when we 
do turn to questions. 

[The information follows:] 
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Mr. Chairman and Members of the Subcommittee: 

I am pleased to be here today as you examine issues related to the health 
care provided to detainees held by U.S. Immigration and Customs 
Enforcement (ICE), a component of the Department of Homeland Security 
(DHS). 1 For fiscal year 2004 through fiscal year 2007, ICE reported that 69 
detainees died while in ICE custody, and during 2008, national news 
organizations investigated and published reports of the circumstances 
surrounding several detainee deaths. Other reports have also outlined 
concerns about the health care provided to detainees. For example, in 
2007, the DHS Office of the Inspector General found problems with 
adherence to ICE’s medical standards at two ICE facilities it reviewed 
where detainee deaths had occurred. 2 Additionally, members of the 
Congress, the media, and advocacy groups have raised questions about the 
health care provided to detainees in ICE custody. An explanatory 
statement accompanying the fiscal year 2009 DHS appropriations act 
directed ICE to fund an independent, comprehensive review of the 
medical care provided to persons detained by DHS and identified 
$2 million for that purpose. 1 My remarks today are based on our report, 
released at this hearing, entitled DHS: Organizational Structure and 
Resources for Providing Health Care to Immigration Detainees* 

ICE was created in March 2003 as part of DHS. 6 From fiscal year 2003 
through fiscal year 2007, the average daily population of detainees in ICE 
custody increased by about 40 percent, with the most growth occurring 


'Under the Immigration and Nationality Act, ICE is authorized to arrest, detain, and remove 
certain individuals from the United States. 8 U.S.C. §§ 1226, 1227, 1229, 1229a, 1231, and 
1357. We refer to these individuals as "detainees.” 

z Department of Homeland Security, Office of the Inspector General, ICE Policies Related 
to Detainee Deaths and the Oversight of Immigration Detention Facilities (Washington, 
D.C., June 2008). 

'See Comm. Print of the Comm, on Approp., U.S. Honse of Rep., Explanatory Statement 
related to the Consolidated Security, Disaster Assistance, and Continuing Appropriations 
Act, 2009, Pub. L. No. 110429, Div. D., p. 636 (Oct. 2008). Section 4 of Pub. L. No. 110-329 
provides that the Explanatory Statement shall have the same effect with respect to the 
allocation of funds and the implementation of the act as if it were a joint explanatory 
statement of a committee of conference. 

4 GAO~09-308R (Washington, D.C.: Feb. 23, 2009). 

“Responsibility for detainees was transferred from the Department of Justice's Immigration 
and Naturalization Service to DHS’s ICE. 
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since fiscal year 2005. 6 In fiscal year 2007, ICE held over 311,000 detainees 
at more than 500 detention facilities. Most of these were 
Intergovernmental Service Agreement (IGSA) facilities — state and local 
jails under contract with ICE to hold detainees. Some ICE detainees 
received health care services from IGSA staff, IGSA contractors, or 
community medical providers, and other ICE detainees received health 
care provided or arranged by the Division of Immigration Health Services 
(DIHS). DIHS is mainly composed of contract employees and officers from 
the U.S. Public Health Service (PHS) Commissioned Corps — a uniformed 
service of public health professionals who are part of the Department of 
Health and Human Services (HHS) and who provide services in different 
settings, including ICE detention facilities. 

In light of questions about the health care provided to detainees in ICE 
custody, you requested information about ICE’s organizational structure 
and its health care resources for detainees. Our report provides (1) a 
description of ICE’s organizational structure for providing health care 
services to detainees, which includes our review of the relevant 
agreements between DHS and HHS regarding DIHS; (2) information about 
ICE’s annual spending and staffing resources devoted to the provision of 
health care for detainees, and the number of services provided; and (3) an 
assessment of whether ICE’s mortality rate can be compared with the 
mortality rates of the Federal Bureau of Prisons (BOP) and the U.S. 
Marshals Service (USMS) — two entities that are responsible for holding 
certain persons, such as criminals. To address these issues, we reviewed 
pertinent government reports and interagency agreements regarding DIHS; 
interviewed agency officials; examined ICE’s fiscal year 2003 through 
fiscal year 2007 data on health care spending, staffing, and services; 7 and 


scope of our work was primarily limited to detainees who were in ICE custody 
because of immigration violations and who were held at facilities that serve adults. Some of 
these facilities are owned and operated by ICE, some operate under contracts with ICE, 
and some operate through service agreements with ICE. 

7 We assessed the data DHS provided and we worked with DHS to address discrepancies. 
Subsequently, we determined that the data we used were sufficiently reliable for our 
purposes Throughout our work, we used data on the average daily population — the 
number of beds ICE used for detainees on an average day during a fiscal year — because 
ICE was not able to provide reliable data on the number of unique individuals detained per 
fiscal year. 
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obtained information on ICE’s mortality rate and the health care goals, 
services, and populations for ICE, BOP, and USMS. 8 

In summary, we found that ICE’s organizational structure for providing 
health care to detainees is not uniform across facilities. In fiscal year 2007, 
21 DIHS-staffed facilities provided or arranged for health care for about 
53 percent of the average daily population of detainees, while 508 1GSA 
facilities provided or arranged for health care for the remaining 
detainees — about 47 percent of the population. Before October 1, 2007, 
DHS and HHS maintained annual interagency agreements through which 
DIHS — a component of HHS’s Health Resources and Services 
Administration (HRSA) — provided health care for ICE detainees. As of 
that date, the last annual interagency agreement was terminated, and DIHS 
no longer is a component of HRSA. DHS officials told us that this 
termination — along with a 2007 Memorandum of Agreement between HHS 
and DHS that placed PHS officers on detail to DHS on an open-ended basis 
and that allowed for additional PHS officers to be detailed to DHS in the 
future — affected 565 direct health care providers and administrative staff. 
According to DHS officials, ICE now has a component known as DIHS 
which provides health care services to detainees. 

We also found that although ICE’s health care data are not complete, the 
available data on health care spending, staffing, and services provided 
generally showed growth in all three areas. For instance, from fiscal year 
2003 through fiscal year 2007, reported expenditures for medical claims 
and program operations increased by 47 percent, while the average daily 
population of detainees increased by about 40 percent. However, ICE 
facilities do not use standardized record keeping, and are not required to 
routinely report data to DHS on the health care services provided to 
detainees. Furthermore, data were not available on the detainee health 
expenditures that are incurred by IGSAs. 

In addition, we determined that ICE’s mortality rate cannot be directly 
compared with BOP’s or USMS’s mortality rate. This is due to differences 
in the three agencies’ health care goals and scopes of services, as well as 


8 We conducted our work from July 2008 to February 2009 in accordance with all sections 
of GAO's Quality Assurance framework that are relevant to our objectives. The framework 
requires that we plan and perform the engagement to obtain sufficient, appropriate 
evidence to meet our stated objectives and to discuss any limitations in our work. We 
believe that the information and data obtained and the analysis conducted provide a 
reasonable basis for any findings and conclusions. 
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to demographic differences among the ICE, BOP, and USMS detainee 
populations. 

Based on our work, we have identified a number of issues that may merit 
further assessment in the $2 million external study that ICE was directed 
to fund. These include: 

• ICE’s ability to access detainee population data that measure unique 
individuals in ICE custody, rather than the average number of beds used; 

• Reporting relationships between DIHS and ICE; 

• IGSA reporting requirements — including the frequency of reporting on 
health care services provided to detainees and the format in which health 
records are maintained; 

• ICE’s ability to routinely ensure the transfer of medical records when 
detainees are transferred between facilities; 

• ICE’s ability to identify and report the detainee health care costs incurred 
by IGSAs; and 

• ICE’s ability to identify and report medical claims expenditures by facility 
type — such as for all IGSAs. 

After reviewing the draft report, DHS provided general comments and 
both DHS and HHS provided technical comments. DHS did not comment 
as to whether the issues we identified as meriting further assessment 
would be addressed in the $2 million external study. However, DHS 
disagreed with the way we presented some information. Specifically, the 
agency commented that we mischaracterized DIHS’s relationship with 
HHS and DHS and that our report could lead to the incorrect conclusion 
that DIHS was transferred from HHS to DHS. DHS also stated that we 
mischaracterized the degree of control ICE has over detainee health care 
providers, ICE’s ability to track the cost of health care services for 
detainees held at IGSAs, and other issues. After considering the agency’s 
comments and our evidence, we maintain that the report appropriately 
describes ICE’s organization, management structure, and ability to 
monitor health care spending. A complete discussion of DHS’s comments 
and our evaluation are provided in the report. 
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Mr. Chairman, this concludes my prepared remarks. I would be happy to 
answer any questions that you or other members of the subcommittee may 
have. 

For future contacts regarding this statement, please contact Alicia Puente 
Cackley at (202) 512-7114 or at cackleya@gao.gov. Contact points for our 
Offices of Congressional Relations and Public Affairs may be found on the 
last page of this statement. Rosamond Katz, Assistant Director; Joy L. 
KraybiU; and Kevin Milne also made key contributions to this statement. 


(290768) 
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GAO’s Mission 

The Government Accountability Office, the audit, evaluation, and 
investigative arm of Congress, exists to support Congress in meeting its 
constitutional responsibilities and to help improve the performance and 
accountability of the federal government for the American people. GAO 
examines the use of public funds; evaluates federal programs and policies; 
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Congress make informed oversight, policy, and funding decisions. GAO’s 
commitment to good government is reflected in its core values of 
accountability, integrity, and reliability. 

Obtaining Copies of 
GAO Reports and 
Testimony 

The fastest and easiest way to obtain copies of GAO documents at no cost 
is through GAO’s Web site (www.gao.gov). Each weekday afternoon, GAO 
posts on its Web site newly released reports, testimony, and 
correspondence. To have GAO e-mail you a list of newly posted products, 
go to www.gao.gov and select “E-mail Updates." 

Order by Phone 

The price of each GAO publication reflects GAO’s actual cost of 
production and distribution and depends on the number of pages in the 
publication and whether the publication is printed in color or black and 
white. Pricing and ordering information is posted on GAO’s Web site, 
http://www.gao.gov/ordering.htm. 

Place orders by calling (202) 512-6000, toll free (866) 801-7077, or 

TDD (202) 512-2537. 

Orders may be paid for using American Express, Discover Card, 
MasterCard, Visa, check, or money order. Call for additional information. 

To Report Fraud, 
Waste, and Abuse in 
Federal Programs 

■ 

Contact: 

Web site: www.gao.gov/ffaudnet/fraudnet.htm 

E-mail: fraudnet@gao.gov 

Automated answering system: (800) 424-5454 or (202) 512-7470 

Congressional 

Relations 

Ralph Dawn, Managing Director, dawnr@gao.gov, (202) 512-4400 

U.S. Government Accountability Office, 441 G Street NW, Room 7125 
Washington, DC 20548 

Public Affairs 

Chuck Young, Managing Director, youngcl@gao.gov, (202) 512-4800 

U.S. Government Accountability Office, 441 G Street NW, Room 7149 
Washington, DC 20548 



507 


Mr. Price. Dr. Schriro, welcome. Please proceed. 

Opening Statement of Dr. Schriro/ICE-DRO 

Ms. Schriro. Good morning, Chairman Price, Congressman Rog- 
ers, and distinguished members of the subcommittee. My name is 
Dora Schriro. I am the newly appointed Special Advisor on Deten- 
tion Removal Operations to Secretary Napolitano at U.S. Immigra- 
tion and Customs Enforcement. The Secretary created this position 
to focus exclusively on the significant growth in immigration deten- 
tion over the last 5 years and its related issues at ICE. 

Just prior to joining DHS, I served as director of the Arizona De- 
partment of Corrections in Governor Napolitano’s administration. I 
also led the Missouri Department of Corrections. In both States, we 
put systems in place to find and fix the root causes of concern, cut- 
ting new lawsuit filings about conditions of confinement by greater 
than 70 percent. I also have considerable experience working with 
pretrial detainees, first as assistant commissioner of the New York 
City Department of Corrections, and later as warden and then com- 
missioner of the St. Louis City jails. In each of these jurisdictions 
alternatives to confinement were also of concern, and great strides 
were made. 

I am otherwise active in making improvements; participating, for 
example, in an ABA workgroup that reviewed and revised stand- 
ards for the treatment of prisoners and detainees. 

I appreciate the similarities and the differences in civil detention 
and criminal confinement. It has informed my early assessment 
during my first several weeks of work and will continue to do so. 

Thank you for this opportunity to appear before you this morning 
to share my early impressions about the medical care and treat- 
ment of immigration detainees, including deaths in DRO custody, 
and to outline steps for a course of action to bring about the 
changes we all want. 

Within ICE, Detention and Removal Operations oversees the ap- 
prehension, supervision, and removal of inadmissible and deport- 
able aliens. DRO provides, either directly or by contract, as has 
been testified, for the safety and well-being of detainees pending 
their removal with policies, processes, and appropriated funds. Its 
affirmative obligation to ensure appropriate medical care is af- 
forded to detainees in its custody regardless of location includes a 
medical screening within 12 hours; a physical exam within 2 weeks 
of detention; timely and appropriate responses to emergent medical 
requests; medical care suitable to the anticipated length of deten- 
tion; and a plan to continue care after removal, as warranted. 

As documented in GAO reports, among others, we know that this 
does not always happen. Likewise, since the inception of ICE in 
2003, there have been 90 detainee deaths in ICE custody, including 
76 natural causes, 13 by suicide, and 1 by accidental overdose. De- 
spite gains made over time, in several recent accounts the medical 
or custodial care provided appeared contrary to DRO policy. 

DRO has an average daily census approaching 33,400 in deten- 
tion, and as many as 17,000 in the community on supervision on 
any day. By year’s end, over 400,000 will have been detained, its 
size rivaling that of any other system. 
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DRO, however, unlike its pretrial counterparts, oversees as many 
as 350 detention facilities, of which relatively few are under its di- 
rect control. Its delivery of health care is shared by DIHS and sev- 
eral hundred State and local partners with which DRO maintains 
intergovernmental agreements. As we have heard, DIHS is the di- 
rect care provider to many of the population, with the remainder 
receiving routine health care on site by IGSA providers or others, 
and emergent and specialty care off site through DIHS. 

DRO expended about $128 million through per diem payments in 
DIHS during fiscal year 2008 for the medical, dental, and mental 
health care afforded. DRO is expected to get larger in the imme- 
diate future. ICE plans to increase its detention capacity by 1,400 
beds during fiscal year 2009. 

We recognize that we need to do more, quickly. Concern has been 
expressed within government and by the community for some time 
about the medical care and treatment that ICE detainees receive 
and detention deaths in custody. In my view, there is reason for 
concern. There is also real possibility for measurable, sustainable 
improvement. 

The fiscal year 2009 appropriation provided for $2 million to ICE 
to undertake immediately a review of the medical care provided to 
people detained by DHS. This is an important opportunity for ICE 
to convene stakeholders and subject matter experts to build upon 
the body of knowledge already in print, including a recently com- 
pleted report by the DHS working group that was formed last sum- 
mer. 

While this review gets underway, I will complete my overview of 
written materials and continue to tour facilities in every part of the 
country, speaking with staff and detainees wherever possible, and 
meeting with my colleagues in State and local enforcement and 
nongovernmental organizations in each area that I visit. And to in- 
form future budget and planning for a delivery system consistent 
with medically accepted community standards of care, DRO and 
DIHS will redouble its collection of data, yielding more news and 
less noise. 

Last, Secretary Napolitano has asked that I submit preliminary 
findings and recommendations to her shortly, and I am prepared 
to do so. I anticipate that an assessment will be ready for your re- 
view shortly thereafter, and that it will include deliverables upon 
which you can count. 

Again, thank you, Mr. Chair. We can make a difference, and we 
will. 

Mr. Price. Thank very much. 

[The information follows:] 
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Good afternoon. Chairman Price, Ranking Member Rogers and distinguished Members of the 
Subcommittee, My name is Dora Schriro. I am newly appointed the Special Advisor on Detention 
and Removal Operations (DRO) at U.S. Immigration and Customs Enforcement (ICE) to Secretary 
Napolitano. The Secretary created this position to focus exclusively on the significant growth in 
immigration detention over the last five years, and to focus on arrest priorities at ICE. 

Just prior to joining the Department of Homeland Security, I served as Director of the Arizona 
Department of Corrections in Governor Napolitano’s administration during which time our agency’s 
work was recognized by the JFK School of Government with the 2008 Innovations in American 
Governance award. 1 have also led the Missouri Department of Corrections as Director where during 
my tenure; the department received the Council of State Governments Innovations award. In both 
states we also put systems in place to find and fix the root causes of concerns and in the process, cut 
new law suits about conditions of confinement by greater than 70 percent. I also have considerable 
experience working with pretrial detainees first, as Assistant Commissioner of the NYC Department 
of Corrections and later, as Warden and then Commissioner of the St. Louis City jails. In each of 
these jurisdictions alternatives to detention and incarceration were also of concern and great strides 
were made in this area as well. I am otherwise active in making improvements; for example, 
participated in an American Bar Association (ABA) workgroup to review and revise standards for 
the treatment of prisoners and detainees. I appreciate the similarities and the differences in civil 
detention and criminal confinement and it has informed my early assessment these first several 
weeks of work. 
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Thank you for this opportunity to appear before you. I look forward to sharing my early impressions 
about the medical care and treatment of immigration detainees and deaths of detainees in DRO 
custody, and to suggest when a preliminary course of action may be available to bring about the 
changes we all want. 

Medical Care and Treatment of Immigration Detainees 

Within ICE, Detention and Removal Operations (DRO) oversees the apprehension, supervision in 
detention facilities and the community, and the removal of inadmissible and deportable aliens. This 
means of course, that DRO provides, either directly or by contract, for the safety and well-being of 
the detainee population pending their removal. 

ICE has an affirmative obligation to ensure appropriate medical treatment to detainees in its custody 
and ICE is appropriated funds to provide that care. Currently, all ICE detainees, regardless of 
location, should expect to receive 1) a medical screening within 12 hours of admission 1 , 2) a 


1 The medical screening includes: any past history of serious infectious or communicable illness, and any treatment 
or symptoms; current illness and health problems, including communicable diseases; pain assessment; current and 
past medication; allergies; Past surgical procedures; symptoms of active TB or previous TB treatment; dental 
problems; use of alcohol and other drugs; possibility of pregnancy; other health programs designated by the 
responsible clinical medical authority; observation of behavior, including state of consciousness, mental status, 
appearance, conduct, tremor, sweating; history of suicide attempts or current suicidal/homicidal ideation or intent; 
observation of body deformities and other physical abnormalities; questions and an assessment regarding past or 
recent sexual victimization. 
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physical exam within two weeks of detention 2 , 3) timely and appropriate responses to emergent 
medical requests and 4) timely medical care appropriate to the anticipated length of detention. As 
documented in Government Accountability Office (GAO) reports, assessments by non-govemmental 
organizations, ABA correspondence and news accounts, among others, we know that this does not 
always happen. 

Detention Deaths in Custody 

ICE was formed recently. Since its inception in 2003, there have been 90 detainee deaths in ICE 
custody including 76 of natural causes, 13 by suicide and one by accidental overdose. In several 
recent instances, the medical and custodial care that those detainees received before expiring 
appeared to be contrary to DRO policy. 

Next Steps 

DRO has an average daily census approaching 33,400 detainees and an end-of-year count 
exceeding 400,000. Unlike its pre-trial counterparts, it oversees as many as 350 facilities of 
which only a few are under its direct control. Its delivery of health care is shared by the Division 
of Immigration Health Services (DIHS) and several hundred state and local partners with which 
DRO maintains intergovernmental agreements. DIHS is the direct health care provider to 
approximately 40 percent of ICE detainees, all of whom are located at seven ICE and 1 6 private 


2 The health appraisal includes a physical examination on each detainee within 14 days of the detainee’s arrival 
unless more immediate attention is required due to an acute or identifiable chronic condition, in accordance with the 
most recent ACA Adult Local Detention Facility standards for Health Appraisals. If there is documentation of one 
within the previous 90 days, the facility health care provider upon review may determine that a new appraisal is not 
required. Medical, dental, and mental health interviews, examinations, and procedures shall be conducted in settings 
that respect detainees’ privacy. Detainees will be provided same sex chaperones as appropriate or as requested. The 
clinical medical authority shall be responsible for review of all health appraisals to assess the priority for treatment. 
Detainees diagnosed with a communicable disease shall be isolated according to national standards of medical 
practice and procedures. 
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detention facilities. The remaining 60 percent of the detainee population receive routine health 
care on-site by IGSA providers. DRO expended $128 million through per diem payments during 
FY 2008 and DIHS provided medical and mental health care to the administratively detained 
population. ICE plans to increase its detention capacity by 1,400 beds during FY 2009. It is also 
in the process of renegotiating inter-agency service agreements with the 100 largest state and 
local facilities with which it contracts. We all recognize more than that needs to occur. 

The FY 2009 appropriation provided $2,000,000 to ICE to undertake immediately a review of the 
medical care provided to people detained by DHS. This is an important opportunity for ICE to 
convene stakeholders and subject matter experts to build upon the body of knowledge contained in 
Government Accountability Office (GAO) reports, House and Senate reports, and a recent report 
from a working group on detainee health care that was formed last year by Secretary Chertoff to 
improve the scope, the services and the system of health care. I plan to actively participate. 

Clearly, many concerns have been expressed within government and by the community for some 
time about the medical care and treatment that the ICE detainees receive and detainee deaths in 
custody. In my view, there is reason for concern. There is also real opportunity for measurable, 
sustainable improvement. In addition to work previously mentioned, I will complete my review of 
reports written by GAO, the DHS Office of Inspector General, and others and continue to tour 
facilities in every part of the country speaking with staff and detainees whenever possible and 
meeting with my colleagues in state and local law enforcement and non-governmental organizations 
in each area that I visit. Working with DRO and DIHS, we will also begin to collect data to inform 
budget and planning decisions that will sustain a system of health care consistent with medically 
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accepted community standards of care. There will be less noise and more news. Finally, I have been 
asked by Secretary Napolitano to submit preliminary findings and recommendations to her shortly 
and I am prepared to do so. I anticipate that we will provide our findings to you shortly thereafter 
and it will include deliverables upon which you can count. We can make a difference, and we will. 


6 



515 


Dr. Dora Schriro 

Special Advisor to the Secretary on 
Immigration and Customs Enforcement 
and Detention and Removal 

Dr. Dora Schriro joined the Department of Homeland Security in February of 2009 as the 
Special Advisor to the Secretary of Homeland Security on Immigration and Customs 
Enforcement and Detention and Removal. 

Dr. Schriro most recently served as Director of the Arizona Department of Corrections 
from 2003 to 2009. She also led the Missouri Department of Corrections as Department 
Director from 1993 to 2001. In both states she was the first woman to lead the 
departments and the only female in the country to head two state correctional systems. 

Her professional experience includes service in local, pretrial systems serving more 
recently as Warden and then Commissioner of Corrections for the City of St. Louis, and 
previously in the Office of the Mayor, Coordinator of Criminal Justice, as Assistant to the 
Deputy. 

Throughout her career, Dr. Schriro has been involved in sentencing reform, the victims’ 
community, and Re-Entry efforts. She served for six years as Vice Chair of Missouri’s 
Sentencing Commission. Dr. Schriro was a founding member of the Vera Institute of 
Justice’s State and Local Sentencing Program. She has co-led sentencing seminars for 
State court judges at St. Louis University and Arizona State University Schools of Law. 
Dr. Schriro spearheaded passage of the country’s first Restorative Justice legislation and 
established offices of crime victims’ services in the correctional systems in Missouri and 
Arizona. She also participated in the review and revision of American Bar Association 
standards for detention and prison facilities. Dr. Schriro is published in the area of Re- 
Entry and is known nationally for the comprehensive pre-release strategy, Getting Ready, 
winner of the 2008 Innovations in American Government award. Her work has also been 
recognized by the Council of State Governments Innovations program. 

Dr. Schriro earned a juris doctorate from St. Louis University, a doctorate from Columbia 
University, a Master of Science degree from the University of Massachusetts-Boston, and 
a Bachelor of Arts degree cum laude from Northeastern University. She has taught law, 
criminal justice, psychology and education courses at the graduate level throughout her 
career. Her peers named her top Corrections Director in 1999, and the National 
Governors Association honored Dr. Schriro with its Distinguished Service to State 
Government Award in 2006. 
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MEDICAL STANDARDS FOR DETENTION FACILITIES 

Mr. Price. Thanks to all of you. 

We will turn to the questions now. And I would like to focus ini- 
tially on one aspect of this challenge, which is the question of time- 
ly access to medical care. There have been disturbing reports, as 
you know, including last summer’s inspector general report, that 
indicate some detainees have had to wait weeks or months to re- 
ceive simple requested medical care. Generally this seems to be be- 
cause the facility in which they were detained either does not have 
an on-site doctor or nurse, or because a doctor or nurse is available 
only sporadically on a part-time basis. 

Recently the Washington Post highlighted how a man in ICE 
custody in Virginia complained of sharp pains in his back and ab- 
domen, but was not examined by a doctor for more than a week, 
and, according to the article, the man later died of a bacterial infec- 
tion that could have been and should have been caught. 

Mr. Hayes and Captain Rodriguez, I would like to ask you in 
turn to help us understand the situation here. What kind of med- 
ical standard or requirements are imposed on the different cat- 
egories of facilities, the Federal facilities, the privately owned, and 
the intergovernmental service agreement facilities, that house indi- 
viduals in ICE detention? Are all facilities required to have doctors 
or nurses on staff at the facility? If not, what kind of arrangements 
are they required to have? And what kind of standard are they 
supposed to observe for timely medical attention? 

Captain Rodriguez in particular, does ICE routinely measure the 
amount of time its detainees have to wait for medical care so there 
can be some indication of whether the standards are being met? If 
so, what is the figure that you have? And do you maintain separate 
statistics for, again, the different classes of facilities; the Federal 
facilities, the privately owned, and the IGSA facilities? 

Mr. Hayes, if you will begin. 

Mr. Hayes. Certainly, Mr. Chairman. 

All facilities are required to have a medical authority that gov- 
erns the care that is provided in that facility. They are also re- 
quired to have plans in place to provide routine care, day-to-day 
care, emergency care. 

One of the things that we began doing just a few months ago, 
in consultation and together with DIHS, is reviewing weekly cases 
that we believe are involving individuals who are faced with sig- 
nificant medical conditions. It is our first step toward building a 
real medical risk classification system. 

One of the challenges that goes to a number of your points that 
we face has to do with our ability to collect data, our data manage- 
ment information systems that we are actively working to improve. 
That is the whole point behind the electronic health record system 
is to be able to capture information related to the delivery of health 
care to every detainee who comes into our custody, regardless of 
what type of facility it is; whether it is an intergovernmental serv- 
ice agreement facility, a contract detention facility, or one of our 
own facilities. 

And so the goal where we want to get to is where every detainee 
that comes in and receives these screenings is classified based on 
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risk, and therefore, once we identify detainees with a particular 
risk, we can move them, if need be, to a different facility in a loca- 
tion or with a community around them that can provide a better 
standard of care. 

Certainly I think Dr. Rodriguez can discuss some of the things 
that DIHS does and some of the things that DIHS is prepared to 
do when it becomes aware of cases in those IGSA facilities where 
DIHS is not. Certainly we are as well 

AVAILABILITY OF MEDICAL PERSONNEL ON SITE 

Mr. Price. Excuse me. Just one question that springs from your 
comments. Do these facilities now have the kind of medical per- 
sonnel on the premises or available to even contemplate that kind 
of initial screening and that kind of initial categorization? 

Mr. Hayes. Currently they are required to be in a position to 
provide health care. It does not require a specific on-premise per- 
sonnel, per se. That is what is laid out in most of the IGSA con- 
tracts and in the detention standards. Now, we are actively review- 
ing all of the IGSA contracts that we currently have to make them 
much stronger for the health and the care of our detainees. 

And then I will leave it to Dr. Rodriguez to answer the questions 
that you specifically posed to him. 

TREATMENT AUTHORIZATION REQUESTS 

Captain Rodriguez. When it comes to the standard for access of 
care, all the care that cannot be provided on site by the facility, re- 
gardless of IGSA or DHS staff facility, goes through a process 
called the TAR request, which means Treatment Authorization Re- 
quest. Depending on whether that request for medical care is part 
of our benefit package, then if it is, it is approved automatically; 
if it is not, then it is our medical director who will then either ap- 
prove or disapprove based upon only medical necessity. 

Some of these approvals have to do with lack of information on 
the TAR request, and then they are sent back to a facility so they 
can provide more information that will allow for that TAR request 
to be approved. I can tell you that our last statistics for approval 
of the TAR show that we have approved 98 percent of the TAR re- 
quests, so most of them are not disapproved. And the ones that are 
disapproved are based only on lack of information to make a deter- 
mination or because of the request is for what we consider to be 
not medically necessary or elective care. 

TIME IT TAKES TO GET MEDICAL CARE 

Mr. Price. What about my question about whether you have ac- 
curate measurement of the amount of time it takes for detainees 
to get medical care? Do you have those statistics; do you gather 
them; and do you have them separately for these different kinds of 
facility? 

Captain Rodriguez. We do not, sir. 

Mr. Price. Mr. Rogers. 

Mr. Rogers. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Hayes, tell us, what happens to a detainee within 12 hours 
of his or her apprehension. 
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Mr. Hayes. Within 12 hours of booking into an ICE facility, they 
receive an initial intake screening, which will be a visual observa- 
tion, as well as documentation of their medical history, being asked 
questions related to any pain or suffering that they may be cur- 
rently undergoing. They will be asked if they are currently taking 
any medication, anything of that nature. And certainly I think the 
doctor — if you want more in-depth information, Captain Rodriguez 
can speak to even more in depth on that process. 

Mr. Rogers. Captain Rodriguez, what happens to the detainee in 
the first hours of his or her detention, medically? 

Captain Rodriguez. As was mentioned by Mr. Hayes, they re- 
ceive an initial what we call intake screening, consisting of simple 
medical questions that address issues about past medical history, 
medications, anything that is medically related. It does not involve 
at that time a medical hands-on examination. It is just based on 
a series of questions. 

Also they are going to receive screening for tuberculosis, either 
by doing a skin test or by having X-rays, which is what happens 
in most of our facilities. And also, if the detainee — in this case, fe- 
male detainees between the age of 10 and 55, they get a pregnancy 
test also. 

Mr. Rogers. Now, 90 percent of the detainees come from 10 of 
the world’s most underdeveloped countries; is that not correct? 

Captain Rodriguez. That is correct, sir. 

baseline incidence of illness and disease 

Mr. Rogers. So you would expect to see a lot of illness and dis- 
ease amongst the people that you apprehend, is that not correct, 
because of that? 

Captain Rodriguez. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Rogers. So I am assuming that you are going to find all 
sorts of mental, dental, physical illnesses amongst this group of 
people. 

Captain Rodriguez. That is correct. 

Mr. Rogers. Much higher than amongst the general population 
of, say, this country, right? 

Captain Rodriguez. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rogers. Have there been times when, because of your exam- 
ination of these people, that you have saved lives, do you think? 

MEDICAL EXAMINATIONS 

Captain Rodriguez. Yes, we have. We have found conditions 
that, if not treated within weeks or months from the diagnosis, 
they would have died, regardless of whether they will be in the 
general population or in our facility. So those screenings have been 
lifesaving for these detainees. 

Mr. Rogers. Do you have an opinion as to whether or not the 
examination that you give a detainee upon their arrest, as to 
whether or not your examination is the first they ever received in 
their life? 

Captain Rodriguez. Yes. Most of these have had no type of med- 
ical care in their lives, not even going to a doctor or clinic, out- 
patient clinic. So we are sometimes the first time they see a physi- 
cian who do an examination on them. 
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Mr. Rogers. What percentage of the detainees that you bring in 
are getting their first examination in their life? What percent? 

Captain Rodriguez. I don’t have those numbers. 

Mr. Rogers. Give me a guess. Half? 

Captain Rodriguez. I would say more than that, sir. 

Mr. Rogers. Three-fourths? 

Captain Rodriguez. Probably. 

Mr. Rogers. Two-thirds. 

Mr. Hayes. If I may, Mr. Rogers, it is definitely information we 
want to begin collecting because of the very fact that you point out, 
that we don’t have numbers to quantify it, but in the medical opin- 
ion of the DIHS experts that are screening these individuals, it is, 
in fact, many instances the first time in years or their lives that 
they have been seen by a medical doctor and asked these types of 
questions. 

Mr. Rogers. I would assume that in the course of those examina- 
tions, you discover hypertension, diabetes, tuberculosis, asthma, 
HIV/AIDS, seizures, dental needs, heart disease, what have you, 
right? 

Captain Rodriguez. That is correct. For example, people have 
even gotten a procedure such as a bypass or stent placement for 
heart disease that they would not have dreamed to receive in their 
native countries because they were not diagnosed and they have a 
potentially lethal heart disease. 

Mr. Rogers. Have you intervened in those types of cases? 

Captain Rodriguez. Yes, we have, sir. 

Mr. Rogers. With what? 

Captain Rodriguez. Sending them to a specialist who will per- 
form the surgery. 

Mr. Rogers. Cardiac surgery? 

Captain Rodriguez. That is correct. 

Mr. Rogers. Has that happened other than once? 

Captain Rodriguez. I don’t know the numbers, but I know of a 
few, sir. 


MORTALITY RATES 

Mr. Rogers. The mortality rate in 2008, as has been described, 
is 2.7 deaths per 100,000 detainees. Mr. Hayes, can you compare 
that to other mortality rates that might be relevant to this discus- 
sion? 

Mr. Hayes. Well, GAO recognized in their report that our mor- 
tality rate was lower than other prison populations. However, one 
of the factors that makes it difficult to compare is the fact that we 
have been talking about for the last couple of minutes, which is our 
population is generally in poorer health certainly than the prison 
population of other prison populations in the United States. 

Mr. Rogers. If I could just briefly, quickly, because it is relevant. 
I have before me here a chart that shows the detainee mortality 
rates from 2004 to 2008. I think this was supplied to me by ICE. 

Mr. Hayes. I believe so. 

Mr. Rogers. Is that accurate, Mr. Hayes? 

Mr. Hayes. I believe it is. 



520 


Mr. Rogers. I would like to enter that in the record, Mr. Chair- 
man. It shows the mortality rate has decreased from 10.8 per 
100,000 in 2004, down to 2.7 in 2008. 

And, secondly, the ICE health care spending that this sub- 
committee has approved for the Department from 2004 to 2009, 
$74 million in 2004, to $151 million for the current fiscal year. Is 
that accurate? 

Mr. Hayes. I believe it is, sir. 

Mr. Rogers. I would like to enter that in the record, too, Mr. 
Chairman. 

Mr. Price. Those charts will be entered in the record. 

[The information follows:] 
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Mr. Price. Now we return to Mr. Rodriguez. 

STANDARDIZED RECORDS 

Mr. Rodriguez of Texas. Thank you very much. 

If I gather anything — I want you to tell me if I am correct or 
not — from the GAO, is that you indicated that there are no stand- 
ardized records; that the picture is vague; that health care records 
are not being kept appropriately, or not there. Is that correct? You 
don’t have a good feel for what is occurring. 

Ms. Cackley. When I say that there is no standardized record- 
keeping, I mean that there is no standardized — it is not that no 
records are being kept, it is that they are not being kept in a stand- 
ardized way. So, in some places there may be electronic records, 
and in other places there may be paper records, and they can’t 
be 

Mr. Rodriguez of Texas. You are having difficulty gathering and 
making an assessment. 

Ms. Cackley. Exactly. 


LISTING OF DEATHS 

Mr. Rodriguez of Texas. Mr. Hayes, you indicated that — I think 
I quoted you right when you said that not all deaths are listed. 

Mr. Hayes. I am sorry? 

Mr. Rodriguez of Texas. When you talked about and reported in 
terms of the deaths and the low death rates, but did you also indi- 
cate that not all the deaths were listed? 

Mr. Hayes. No. I am sorry. I don’t recall saying that. 

Mr. Rodriguez of Texas. So all the deaths are listed. 

Mr. Hayes. When you say “listed” 

Mr. Rodriguez of Texas. I think I picked that up from you when 
you were talking. 

Mr. Hayes. I am sorry, reported. I was talking about all deaths 
being reported to the Office of Professional Responsibility, the Of- 
fice of the Inspector General, the local health authorities. 

Mr. Rodriguez of Texas. They are? 

Mr. Hayes. They are, sir. 

Mr. Rodriguez of Texas. Was that picked up from the GAO, all 
the deaths that occur within all the different existing groups? 

Ms. Cackley. The information that we had on the deaths was in- 
formation that was given to us by ICE. We didn’t do any separate 
confirmation. 


report on deficiencies 

Mr. Rodriguez of Texas. You didn’t confirm. 

You indicated also, Mr. Hayes, that you were also following up 
to get a report on your deficiencies. Were any other deficiencies 
outlined based on your reports that you received that were not in- 
dicated by the GAO? 

Mr. Hayes. Again, this began in January of this year. I directed 
this process to happen. And the process as it happens now is there 
is a closeout every time a detention facility is inspected by either 
a private contractor or our own Office of Professional Responsi- 
bility. And what I have directed is that if a deficiency is identified 
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in any standard in any facility, that it be reported to me the same 
day so I can personally track the progress on correcting those defi- 
ciencies or, if necessary and warranted, make a determination 
where immediate action is necessary. 

Mr. Rodriguez of Texas. Does the GAO have a list of those defi- 
ciencies that have been outlined? 

Mr. Hayes. No, sir. I believe the GAO conducted their work last 
year, and this has only been ongoing since January. 

FAMILY HEALTH CARE FACILITIES 

Mr. Rodriguez of Texas. I am concerned about two types of fa- 
cilities. Of course, I am concerned about the others, but one is 
where the families are being held — we have one, the Hutto facility 
in Texas — in terms of how they would get access to health care. 

The second is, we also have facilities where only young people 
were there, under 18. I know we have one in San Antonio, and oth- 
ers. I know we are talking about health care, access to health care, 
but one of the — I know they didn’t have appropriate legal access to 
attorneys, especially the young people that don’t have their parents 
with them. Some were 5 years old, others are a little older. In order 
for them to get any kind of service, I think that they would need 
legal services. Do you know in terms of how that is coming about 
in those types of facilities? 

Mr. Hayes. In the facilities that you reference, where juveniles 
are held, they are actually managed by the Office of Refugee and 
Resettlement. And that is within, I believe, the Department of 
Health and Human Services. And so we are responsible, actually 
required by statute, to turn juveniles over to them within 72 hours 
of their arrest. 


HUTTO FACILITY 

When you reference family detention facilities, if I may, I know 
you are talking about the Hutto facility. And we have a facility, 
Berks facility, in Berks County, Pennsylvania. The reason why the 
facility in particular in San Antonio became necessary was because 
of the desire to end the policies of catch and release along the 
southwest border, as well as to end the practice of tremendously 
horrific exploitation of minors by violent alien smugglers who were 
using children to pretend that they were family units and therefore 
expecting release upon arrest by the Border Patrol. 

We have done a tremendous amount of work in making sure that 
the facility in Hutto not only conforms to the standards, but really 
exceeds the standard in many ways in both the amenability of 
medical care, as well as just a family-friendly atmosphere. It is not 
your typical detention setting. We understand that there are cer- 
tain special differences when we are talking about detaining family 
units, in particular children, and we have made great strides to 
make sure that Hutto is as friendly and as convenient an atmos- 
phere to be detained as possible. 

Mr. Rodriguez of Texas. Dr. Schriro, I would just make a com- 
ment that I would ask you to please follow up, especially on those 
sites that we have families being held, as well as those sites where 
we have just young people that are being held, not only in terms 
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of access to quality care or appropriate care, but also in terms of 
legal services. 

With that, I will stop. Thank you. 

Mr. Price. Thank you. Mr. Calvert. 

DEATHS IN ICE SYSTEM 

Mr. Calvert. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. And thank you for hav- 
ing this hearing. I think it is important because obviously percep- 
tions here in the United States and outside of our country are ex- 
tremely important. 

With that, Mr. Hayes, is this correct; a statistic that you gave us, 
approximately 1.5 million people have gone through the system, 
ICE system, since the beginning and there have been approxi- 
mately 76 natural caused deaths and approximately 13 suicides? Is 
that a correct number? 

Mr. Hayes. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Calvert. I think perfection in any organization is a noble 
goal whether you are in business or in government. And, Dr. 
Schriro, you have the experience with both Missouri and the State 
of Arizona. What was the statistic approximately per death per 
100,000? Do you have that number available? 

Ms. Schriro. Mr. Calvert, I do not 

Mr. Calvert. Did it exceed 2.7 deaths per 100,000? 

Ms. Schriro. I believe that it did. We, like all State systems, re- 
port also to the Department of Justice, the Bureau of 

Mr. Calvert. If you could find that number in the future and 
submit it for the record, I would appreciate it. But your belief is 
that it exceeded 2.7 per 100,000 both in the State of Missouri and 
in Arizona? 

[The information follows:] 

Mr. Calvert: If you could find that number in the future and submit it for the 
record, I would appreciate it. But your belief is that it exceeded 2.7 per 100,000 both 
in the State of Missouri and in Arizona? (1027-1030) 

Provided by the Department of Homeland Security: Yes. According to the most re- 
cently published U.S. Department of Justice Bureau of Justice Statistics (BJS) re- 
port, the mortality rate per 100,000 state prisoners on June 30, 2006 was 219 for 
the State of Missouri and 202 for the State of Arizona. 

Ms. Schriro. Both the actual and proportionate deaths for the 
size of this population is appreciably small. 

VACCINES 

Mr. Calvert. Dr. Rodriguez, obviously you have a significant 
number of people that are going through the system every year. If 
you have determined that a detainee has never received medical 
care in their life, are vaccines provided for the individuals? Are you 
doing any of that kind of preventative medical care? 

Captain Rodriguez. Usually we provide for acute and chronic ill- 
ness on any patient care that is required at the facility, but we 
don’t routinely provide the vaccinations because usually they have 
to be provided as part of a protocol. So just one shot isn’t going to 
provide the protection. And if the country to which they are being 
returned cannot follow through with that, then you haven’t accom- 
plished much when it comes to vaccinations. 



526 


TUBERCULOSIS 

Mr. Calvert. I see. One of the comments you made in your testi- 
mony I would like to follow through on, and that is the issue of tu- 
berculosis, especially drug-resistant TB. And you have found a 
number of cases that have been going through your detention cen- 
ters. Do you work with the Center of Disease Control when you 
find a case of tuberculosis? Do you report that to the CDC? 

Captain Rodriguez. Yes. Our epidemiology unit has contacts 
with the CDC and also they have — even though a network of treat- 
ment centers in different countries to which these detainees might 
be deported to, to ensure that they have continuity of care and they 
can continue the treatment that has been started in the U.S. 

Mr. Calvert. Does the Center for Disease Control — once you 
have a detainee, do you determine where they have been in the 
United States to see if, in fact, any infections have been trans- 
mitted to other populations? 

Captain Rodriguez. Well, we try to get as much information as 
possible, despite we find out sometimes the detainees may not be 
forthcoming in telling us where they have been sometimes, because 
they don’t want to expose other friends or family members to de- 
tention. So it is sometimes difficult to collect all the data that we 
might need. 

Mr. Calvert. To your knowledge, is there any evidence of tuber- 
culosis now resurging back into the general population of the 
United States, especially in the Southwest? 

Captain Rodriguez. I have no such information. 

Mr. Calvert. Any evidence of any other disease that could be 
transmitted, such as — have you ever come in contact, say, with ma- 
laria? 

Captain Rodriguez. No, sir. 

Mr. Calvert. Any other disease, contagious diseases? 

Captain Rodriguez. No, sir. 

Mr. Calvert. Thank you. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Price. Thank you, Mr. Farr. 

Mr. Farr. Thank you very much, for this hearing, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Hayes, how big is ICE? What is the budget? 

Mr. Hayes. The agency budget — forgive me — off the top of my 
head, it is somewhere in the neighborhood of $5 billion. 

Mr. Farr. And how many people are in ICE? 

Mr. Hayes. It is approaching 20,000, sir. I am sorry. I don’t have 
the number. 

Mr. Farr. It is a big law enforcement agency. 

Mr. Hayes. Yes, sir. 


ORAL SCREENING 

Mr. Farr. I want to follow up on what Mr. Rogers said. You said 
that each and every detainee is given an oral screening? Is that 
what I heard? 

Mr. Hayes. That is the expectation. Obviously we are aware of 
instances where it may have been delayed, but that is our expecta- 
tion. 

Mr. Farr. And are the oral screenings in the detainee’s native 
language? 
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Mr. Hayes. There are either officers available who are native 
speakers in that language 

Mr. Farr. Do they have officers that speak Triqui and the Indian 
dialects of Mexico that are non-Spanish speaking? 

Mr. Hayes. Generally, no. But we do have translation services 
available through private contractors. So in the instance where 
someone 

Mr. Farr. That is the telephone kind? 

Mr. Hayes. Generally, yes, sir. 

Mr. Farr. So then you try to do the oral screening and then from 
the oral screening you determine whether they ought to have a 
physical exam or further screening? 

Mr. Hayes. That can lead to that more quickly. All detainees will 
have that prior to their 14th day in custody. But certainly where 
more serious conditions are noted in the initial intake, then that 
would prompt more immediate action, depending on the type of the 
condition, the severity 

Mr. Farr. But not every detainee sees the doctor? Those oral 
screenings are done by officers or by staff? 

Mr. Hayes. It could be done by someone other than a doctor, yes. 

Mr. Farr. So the doctors just see the referral cases, right? 

Mr. Hayes. I will leave it to Dr. Rodriguez to specifically state 
when a doctor gets involved. 

PHYSICAL EXAMINATION 

Captain Rodriguez. That would be at the time when the phys- 
ical exam is performed, which, like I mentioned, is a detailed med- 
ical history and also a hands-on physical examination. 

Mr. Farr. That doesn’t occur with everyone, only the detainees 
that are still detained after a certain period of time? 

Captain Rodriguez. If they are detained 14 days or more, they 
would get that. 

Mr. Farr. After 2 weeks, then they would have that exam? 

Captain Rodriguez. That is correct. 

FACILITY STANDARDS AND PROCEDURES 

Mr. Farr. I looked in your chart here. Roughly of the 529 facili- 
ties, do you have a common operating process so that every one of 
those facilities goes by the same standards and procedures? 

Captain Rodriguez. The only standard we have is going to be 
the intake screen within 12 hours and the physical exam done 
within 14 days. 

Mr. Farr. All that is done in every single facility? 

Captain Rodriguez. That is our policy. 

Mr. Farr. That is your policy, but 

Captain Rodriguez. But, of course, like — it was mentioned be- 
fore that some facilities have been found to be deficient and some 
other facilities got too big in one of those two areas. When we iden- 
tify that, we go to the facility and ask them to correct that. 

Mr. Farr. It seems very complicated. You have 414 that are 
intergovernmental agencies that could be anything from local law 
enforcement to private, you have eight service processing centers 
and seven contract detention facilities. It seems to me that one of 
the things you want to do is make sure that for all the questioning 
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you are getting here, that the protocol is exactly the same in all 
of them. 

Captain Rodriguez. The problem is that at some of these facili- 
ties, they are only required to comply with State standards and 
that can vary from one State to the next. And the only thing that 
we expect them to be consistent with would be the intake screening 
and the 14-day physical. 


DETAINEE CHARGES 

Mr. Farr. Are every one of the detainees charged, Mr. Hayes? 

Mr. Hayes. They are being held on immigration violations, so 
they are booked in for removal proceedings. 

Mr. Farr. Unlike prisons, where inmates are serving a sentence 
or awaiting trial, these detainees are not. They could challenge and 
everyone could ask for a trial, could they not? 

Mr. Hayes. They could. They have the option of going through 
removal proceedings before an immigration judge. Some of the de- 
tainees that we are holding have already been ordered removed 
and are pending either our acquisition of travel documents or our 
ability to make travel arrangements for them. Additionally, obvi- 
ously, some of these individuals have been fugitives; so they have 
been ordered removed, and we found them and they are awaiting 
removal to their own country. 

Mr. Farr. And you expect 440,000 to be detained this year up 
100,000 from last year? That is a big number increase. 

Mr. Hayes. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Farr. How many of those people are being detained because 
you arrest them on warrants? 

Mr. Hayes. They are all arrested on warrants of arrest. 

Mr. Farr. No. You arrest people just because they open the door 
and they don’t have papers, they are undocumented. 

Mr. Hayes. They are all detained for committing immigration 
violations. 

Mr. Farr. But they are not all detained because they have an 
outstanding warrant. 

Captain Rodriguez. Some of those cases of warrant of arrest will 
be filed after the arrest. That is correct. 

Mr. Farr. No more questions, Mr. Chairman. Thank you. 

Mr. Price. Thank you. Mr. Carter. 

CHALLENGES UNIQUE TO FAMILY FACILITIES 

Mr. Carter. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I represent the T. Don 
Hutto detention facility. It is in my district. It is about 15 miles 
from my house. I have visited the facility many times and my staff 
has visited as well. Can you talk to us about the specific challenges 
that are unique to family facilities and what ICE has had to do, 
including some of the things we have had to do to convert and 
make sure that T. Don Hutto is meeting its responsibilities? 

Mr. Hayes. Some of the specific challenges — obviously your tradi- 
tional prison settings aren’t appropriate for children, and it can be 
certainly somewhat challenging to find such an environment and to 
create such an environment where it doesn’t appear to be a tradi- 
tional detention setting. However, we felt it necessary based on 
some of the things that we saw, trends with regard to alien smug- 
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glers and their usage, exploitation of minors coming over the bor- 
der with their goal of being released if the Border Patrol believed 
that they were a family unit. 

I can tell you that the cost of operating the facilities in Hutto 
and Berks are greater than the cost of most of our other facilities. 
And certainly the health care costs there are greater too, because 
with children you are dealing with a vulnerable population in 
terms of opportunistic infections. And maybe Dr. Rodriguez can 
talk to the specific pediatric needs that are dealt with there. 

Captain Rodriguez. Yes. In these facilities, one of our main con- 
cerns is the mental well-being of these children because they may 
have gone through who knows what kind of emotional trauma on 
their way to the United States. So that is why we have probably 
twice as many social workers, psychologists and that kind of men- 
tal health personnel in that facility than anywhere else in the Na- 
tion. We also want to provide them — and some don’t appear to be 
like they are in a correctional facility, if you will, because of course 
that will add to the emotional trauma that they go through. So 
that is why they are provided with schooling that is age appro- 
priate, sources for them to have entertainment that is appropriate 
for the age group, and everything that probably you might expect 
to see in any U.S. school system. 

Because I have been once also to Hutto. I was very impressed 
with what I saw there. And it doesn’t look like your are entering 
a correctional facility. It looks like some kind of a private school 
where you have computer labs, you have all kinds of things pro- 
vided to those children. And it looks like a family-type setting, not 
a correctional facility. We believe that is important for those chil- 
dren’s families so that they can move away from whatever experi- 
ence they had, especially emotionally, and carry on with their lives 
in a healthier way. 

Mr. Carter. They have organized sports activities, they have 
cartoon characters on the walls. The painting is more family friend- 
ly. They have game rooms that would be a game room at the 
YMCA or anyplace else. 

On this issue of health care, when I was visiting, they had a full- 
time nurse at that facility. And the Lone Star Circle of Care pro- 
vided doctors and nurses anytime they had to go outside of the fa- 
cility. And they had the health department doctors regularly in and 
out of that facility. And when screenings are made, a question was 
asked — if it is a health screening, some type of health professional 
does that screening, a nurse, a nurse’s aide, somebody with some 
training. It is not just an intake officer that gives an X-ray and tu- 
berculosis skin test. Or is it? I don’t know the answer to that ques- 
tion. 


SPECIAL SCREENING FOR MENTAL HEALTH PROBLEMS 

Captain Rodriguez. Yeah, that is correct. We have developed a 
special screening tool for mental health problems that we really 
don’t — haven’t used in your facility because we believe that that 
kind of a facility requires a higher level of screening to make sure 
that the family as a whole is healthy enough, and, if they are not 
healthy enough, that they can receive the type of mental health 
service that they require as a family unit. 
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Mr. Carter. They have gymnasium facilities and all types of fa- 
cilities; is that correct? 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Price. Thank you. Mr. Serrano. 

RESOURCES AND TRAINING 

Mr. Serrano. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. And thank you for 
holding this hearing. One of the dangers in this back-and-forth be- 
tween Members of Congress and the panel is that it becomes a 
numbers discussion rather than a discussion about people. So it 
seems to me that I also should mention numbers. 

If you analyze this and say, well, we are not doing badly, we are 
doing the same or better than the general prison population, well, 
that is not correct because those folks stay there longer. So if a 
prisoner or an inmate dies or has a severe medical condition while 
serving a 5-year sentence, that is not the same as some situations 
where a person stays a day with you or a week with you or a 
month with you and has the same result. 

Secondly, there seems to be a lot of emphasis — and rightfully so 
in a way — on people detained while coming here. But not all the 
folks that are at these detention centers are people that were 
caught on their way here. Some have been here a long time. In 
fact, the German immigrant who died in Virginia had been here 42 
years out of his 48 years. So obviously this was not a person de- 
tained. This was a person who was here, who probably was no dif- 
ferent health-wise than the rest of the American population. He 
wasn’t introducing anything on himself or to the population at the 
detention center. So I think the numbers are important. 

Now, I know that there is an attempt by you folks to do better, 
or at least to take care of these problems. But my question to you, 
at the risk of having you behave like all Federal agencies and say 
we need more resources, is do you have the resources to do what 
you are supposed to do? And that is one question. 

And my second follow-up question would be in the cases where 
people cannot identify or have no ability or don’t care about a per- 
son’s complaint about a pain, a condition, can we train those folks 
to understand the way a doctor would? If I came to you and said 
my back hurts — and knowing me I would complain about every- 
thing hurting — but you as a physician would say, okay, let us talk 
about that. But I suspect a prison guard or detention center em- 
ployee may not know how to react to that. So what are we doing 
to make sure that when a person says I am in pain, I am hurting, 
I have a problem, someone doesn’t say what the New York Times 
and other papers have reported, basically, you know, you are out 
of luck. 

Mr. Hayes. I will take, obviously, your first question with re- 
sources and I will try not to behave bureaucratically. But the fact 
of the matter is we have grown tremendously. We went from de- 
taining just over 18,000 people on a daily basis in 2003 to where 
we are at 33,400 now. One of the challenges was providing health 
care, and that is why in 2007 we arranged for this new agreement 
with the division of immigration and health services and they have 
grown tremendously. 
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I think, obviously, some of the things that we have done over the 
course of the last couple of years, such as contracting out the in- 
spections of these facilities, are important. It is important because 
prior to doing that, these inspections were conducted by our own 
deportation officers on a collateral duty basis. So 2 weeks out of the 
year, they would go and inspect a particular facility, and we found 
that that was not the level of expertise that we wanted to tell us 
in a very transparent way whether or not a facility was meeting 
our standards and our expectations, as well as our detention facili- 
ties inspection group. 

These are things, including the enhanced health care that we are 
seeking to provide, that are going to be resource-intensive. It will 
require more resources as we continue to increase this population. 
But certainly the Congress has been very generous when it comes 
to appropriating funds to allow us to deal with these issues. 

With respect to the training, I completely agree with you. And 
I don’t want to have lay people trying to diagnose certain things. 
I don’t want our detention enforcement officers to have to feel like 
they have to diagnose things or make medical determinations. And 
we are exploring ways that we can make it much easier for detain- 
ees to have immediate, direct contact with trained health profes- 
sionals, or at the very least, department personnel to immediately 
signal that they have some type of problem that they feel isn’t 
being taken care of or appropriately addressed. 

I appreciate your comment that you recognize that we are and 
have been working very hard over the last 2 years to make these 
improvements. And as I sit here before you, I tell you we are not 
satisfied. There are more improvements that we can make and we 
are in the process of doing that. 

Mr. Price. Thank you. Ms. Roybal-Allard. 

TREATMENT OF PREGNANT WOMEN 

Ms. Roybal-Allard. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Actually I wish that all detained children were being housed in 
these nice day-care centers, as was described by Mr. Carter and by 
Dr. Rodriguez. But unfortunately, we are still getting reports that 
children are being kept overnight in border jails, that they are 
being put in cells with adults, often don’t even have blankets to 
keep them warm. 

So perhaps one of the problems is that when you evaluate these 
different facilities — this is my understanding — that these yearly 
evaluations, they are given 30 days’ notice that they will be evalu- 
ated, and perhaps if these were just drop-ins without any notice 
you may be able to pick up some things that are not obvious in the 
30 days the facilities have to prepare for your visit. 

The one thing that I wanted to raise is the treatment, the actual 
treatment of detainees, particularly pregnant women. And I want 
to just give you one example, which is really a horrific example, of 
Juana Villegas who was an 8 (A-month-pregnant Mexican detainee, 
who went into labor last July. At the hospital she remained 
chained to her bed by the foot and the wrist until the final stages 
of her delivery, even though the nurses asked for the handcuffs to 
be removed. The officers refused to do that until just about the 
time of delivery. Afterward, Ms. Villegas was taken back to the 
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county jail where she developed infections in both breasts because 
officers denied her the use of a breast pump. She was also sepa- 
rated from her baby for 2 days. 

So can you explain how you justify this type of treatment for 
pregnant women and do you intend to recommend changes in poli- 
cies with regards to the detention of pregnant women by, for exam- 
ple, considering expanding the use of parole for women who do not 
pose a flight risk, particularly pregnant or nursing mothers? 

Mr. Hayes. If I may, I would like to respond to the first issue 
that you posed, and then I will move onto the second. With respect 
to the drop-in or the unannounced inspections, I completely agree. 
I think that is one of the best ways that you can really get a true 
feel of what is going on at a facility is when they don’t have time 
to prepare. That is one of the things our detention facilities inspec- 
tion group will do. Whether I request it or the assistant secretary 
can request it, they will do unannounced inspections. 

Additionally, one of the reasons why I directed that all defi- 
ciencies be immediately reported to me is because I wasn’t satisfied 
with the 30-day notice either. I want to know immediately about 
deficiencies to determine if there is more immediate action that 
should be taken, as in past inspections, you know, there could have 
been. 

With respect to Ms. Villegas, is that a case out of Tennessee, I 
believe? 

Ms. Roybal-Allard. I believe so. 

Mr. Hayes. I researched that case. And actually she was not in 
ICE custody when that occurred. She was in the custody of the 
county. At the time of her release from the county, we processed 
her and did place her on a form of alternative to detention, actually 
placed her out on an order of supervision. The treatment, if accu- 
rate, was certainly regrettable, but it did not occur while she was 
in ICE 


CONTRACTS WITH COUNTY JAILS 

Ms. Roybal-Allard. But that brings up the point that you con- 
tract with these county jails and these officers in order to house 
these detainees; and therefore, in having these contracts or these 
agreements, you do not ask these local governments to adhere to 
any standards. 

So I think that brings up another point that perhaps you need 
to look at so that whoever you have agreements with, they are 
using the standards of DISH, which, by the way, even DISH de- 
tainee standards do not have the force of law, which is one reason 
why you have all these discrepancies and I have introduced a bill 
to address that issue. 


STANDARDS OF CARE 

Mr. Rodriguez, as has already been highlighted, detention facili- 
ties across the country are often failing to meet even basic stand- 
ards of care. And in a 2008 article, The Washington Post quoted 
an e-mail sent by a Division of Immigration Health Services doctor 
who expressed concern that the DIHS mission of — and this is a 
quote: “Keeping the detainee medically ready for deportation often 
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conflicts with the standards of care in the wider medical commu- 
nity.” End of quote. 

He then went on to say again quote, “I know in my gut I am ex- 
posing myself to the U.S. legal standard of care argument.” 

Are you aware of these concerns that doctors have? And what 
recommendations do you have to address the concerns and to im- 
prove the quality of health care at ICE detention facilities? 

Captain Rodriguez. DIHS is the medical authority on all health 
matters relating to detainees. Nobody else in ICE has used their 
authority to circumvent our recommendation when it comes to rec- 
ommended health care for a particular detainee. So what we do, we 
inform them of the medical condition of the patient, what the treat- 
ment that is required is, and we make sure that once the decision 
is made to either release or deport the detainee, we provide infor- 
mation about where that person is fit to be deported or released. 

Ms. Roybal-Allard. So you don’t agree with the concerns raised 
by the doctors? 

Captain Rodriguez. In the 4 months I have been the director, 
I haven’t seen that situation happen. And I meet regularly with 
DRO leadership and they know that I am the medical authority 
and they should not go against our recommendations when it 
comes to providing health care to our detainees. 

Ms. Roybal-Allard. Perhaps you should find the doctor and 

Captain Rodriguez. I would like to know who that person was 
so I can have a conversation, yes. 

Mr. Price. Thank you. Mrs. Lowey. 

ICE SCREENING PROTOCOLS 

Mrs. Lowey. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, for holding 
this important meeting. 

I believe that in response to Congressman Farr, Dr. Rodriguez, 
you said there was first an oral exam and then hopefully a physical 
exam within 14 days, correct? 

Captain Rodriguez. That is correct. 

Mrs. Lowey. But what if the detainee doesn’t know he has an 
infectious disease, which is probably the case most of the time? 
Why isn’t there an immediate physical exam? And does ICE need 
more money to be able to do this? How long is the average wait 
before a detainee has his first — he or she has the first physical ex- 
amination? 

Captain Rodriguez. Okay. Let me see if I understand the ques- 
tion. You said why don’t we perform the physical exam before 
the 

Mrs. Lowey. You said you perform an oral exam. 

Captain Rodriguez. Yeah, within the first 12 hours. 

Mrs. Lowey. And it is probably if the detainee doesn’t know they 
have an infectious disease, they are not going to say I have TB or 
I have — they probably don’t even know it. So isn’t this very dan- 
gerous to wait 14 days? 

Captain Rodriguez. Let me clarify that. We go through a ques- 
tionnaire which is just asking about health issues. They get a den- 
tal evaluation and they also get testing for tuberculosis, which is 
done via skin testing or via chest X-rays. So it is not just an oral 
exam like has been said. 
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Mrs. Lowey. I thought you said that they have to wait 14 days. 

Captain Rodriguez. That is for the head-to-toe complete detailed 
CCR exam and for a detailed medical history. They do get the brief 
health treatment through questioning. They get the tuberculosis 
testing and they get a dental exam, plus they also get — if they are 
a female within the ages of 10 to 55, they get also a pregnancy test. 

Mrs. Lowey. Now, do you feel that those tests that they get im- 
mediately, not having to wait 14 days, are adequate to prevent the 
spread of an infectious disease? Are you saying that all the poten- 
tial infectious disease tests are covered maybe at the beginning and 
not for 14 days? 

Captain Rodriguez. No, I am not saying that. But if we were to 
test for any possible infectious disease that there is, we would have 
to do a whole battery of blood tests. And I don’t think even in the 
civilian sector or in the community it is done on a regular basis on 
anybody, except based on patient complaints. 

Mrs. Lowey. So let me just clarify, following up on Mr. Farr. 
When a person is detained and placed in a facility, you have not 
done at that point sufficient tests so that you can say publicly we 
feel confident that every person who is admitted does not have an 
infectious disease. There may be some infectious disease that you 
are not testing for? 

Captain Rodriguez. That is correct. 

Mrs. Lowey. Okay. Could you tell me at how many facilities are 
there backlogs for medical appointments? How long is the average 
backlog? As you know, The Washington Post reported in May 2008 
that a facility in Pearsall, Texas had a backlog of 2,097 appoint- 
ments. And I would be interested to know, again, what steps are 
currently in place, not just from our questions here, to make a de- 
termination if a detainee has an infectious disease? And if a de- 
tainee is found to be carrying a disease, what procedures are in 
place to prevent the disease from spreading? What do you do with 
that person? 

Captain Rodriguez. Let me see if I remember all the 

Mrs. Lowey. No, just — okay. I don’t want to confuse you. Let me 
continue with the — if someone is found to have an infectious dis- 
ease, they come in with a hacking cough, what are the current poli- 
cies with that person? 

Captain Rodriguez. Okay. I guess the most important example 
of that would be somebody with tuberculosis. Okay. We have in our 
facilities — and they have the patient isolation rooms where we used 
to segregate those patients from the rest of the population to pre- 
vent any potential spread of tuberculosis to other detainees. And 
they are put there even if we just suspect that they have that ill- 
ness, even before we can prove by either a chest X-ray or a culture 
that they do have tuberculosis. Because, of course, when it comes 
to testing with skin testing, that just means that the person has 
been exposed to the disease, not necessarily that they have an ac- 
tive case of tuberculosis. But we try to be very proactive and ag- 
gressive in trying to separate them from the rest of the population 
until we can determine that they actually do not have a contagious 
form of tuberculosis. 

Mrs. Lowey. Well, my time is up. I am just very pleased that 
many of these issues came up, Mr. Chairman. And I am hoping 
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that we can, Mr. Chairman, pursue adequate responses to what 
many of us have suggested are very, very serious challenges. 
Thank you. 


MORTALITY RATES 

Mr. Price. Thank you. Before we begin the second round of ques- 
tioning, I wanted to make sure we don’t lose a point raised by both 
Mr. Calvert and Mr. Serrano regarding the statistical challenges 
here just in assessing where we are. 

One of the findings of the GAO analysis is that mortality rates 
for ICE detainees cannot be easily compared to penal inmates, 
other penal inmates, be they Federal or State institutions, given 
the differences in the age and the origin of the life history of the 
population. I think beyond that, there has been some testimony be- 
fore the Judiciary Committee in this House by Dr. Homer Venters 
of the Bellevue/NYU program for survivors of torture. And he rec- 
ommended that the standardized mortality rate calculation take 
into account the length of detention, precisely the point that Mr. 
Serrano was raising. 

So rather than get into that in too much detail at this point, I 
would appreciate, Ms. Cackley, if you could maybe elaborate your 
testimony with respect to that particular problem, the controlling 
for the length of detention and reflect on the issue as it has been 
raised here about how comparable these figures really are? 

Ms. Cackley. I would be happy to. We did find that it was not 
possible to compare the death rates amongst the detainee popu- 
lation with either the U.S. Marshals Service or the Bureau of Pris- 
ons populations. And exactly as has already been discussed and a 
result of the fact that we don’t know enough about the total popu- 
lation, the age distribution, the health histories, the difference in 
the amount of time that people are in custody and all of those 
things, would need to be standardized so that an accurate compari- 
son could be made, both — a death rate is a — the numerator is the 
number of deaths and the denominator is amongst the whole popu- 
lation. But those populations are so different that you need to do 
a statistical calculation to compare them accurately. 

TREATMENT AUTHORIZATION REQUEST (TAR) PROCESS 

Mr. Price. Dr. Schriro, as you get back to us on this, I would 
think that the Department would also want to take these factors 
into account in the interest of an apples-to-apples comparison of 
these numbers. 

Let me turn to some findings of the GAO report and, in par- 
ticular, the kind of reporting that takes place from the IGSA facili- 
ties, the State’s contracted at the State and local level. We have 
discussed already at some length the various kinds of facilities we 
are dealing with here. There appears to be perhaps a special prob- 
lem with respect to the IGSA facilities. ICE, as I understand it, re- 
quires these facilities to fax a so-called treatment authorization 
form to Washington, D.C. If the on-site doctor believes the detainee 
requires more medical care than the facility can provide. There 
have been a number of reports however, that suggest that these 
forms are reviewed by nurses who never examined the patients, 
who may deny the treatment requests without review by medical 
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doctors, and that the requesting physicians have very little if any 
ability to appeal these denials. 

Last summer there was just an almost unbelievable case high- 
lighted by the television show 60 Minutes, a man in ICE custody, 
whose doctors requested for 10 months that lesions on his genitals 
be biopsied, only to have those requests denied. The man was later 
released from ICE custody, received an immediate diagnosis of can- 
cer, had his genitals amputated and died a year later after the can- 
cer had spread to other parts of his body. 

Now, Captain Rodriguez, is the treatment authorization request 
still the primary method by which ICE manages the health care 
provided to detainees in these IGSAs? And who does review these 
requests? And how are the denials decided? And what rights of ap- 
peal do the on-site doctors have? 

Captain Rodriguez. We still use the entire process to authorize 
care of those facilities when the care is not available at the facility. 
First of all, the requests are reviewed by a nurse. Because if the 
requested procedure or consultation is within our benefit package, 
then it is going to be automatically approved. So it doesn’t require 
any higher level of review. If it is not there or the nurse has a 
question about whether it should be approved, then he goes to the 
director, who is the physician, and only the physician has authority 
to deny a health-care request that is submitted by the facility. 

Mr. Price. So the nurse does not have the power to deny? 

Captain Rodriguez. Correct. But the nurse can ask a facility to 
submit any clarifying information if she feels that the request is in- 
complete. So that is one of the reasons why — was incomplete on 
number two — well, because that was seen by the director and the 
director felt that it was not a problem. 

Mr. Price. Well, the case I cited, it is hard to believe that anyone 
wouldn’t think this was a legitimate case. But beyond that, you are 
telling me that either a case is approved by this nurse through this 
screening process or there is a medical officer who reviews the 
case? 

Captain Rodriguez. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Price. In your opinion, has that been a reliable routinized 
process or has there been some slippage? 

Captain Rodriguez. Well, in the 4 months I have been in the di- 
vision, I have not seen any cases that rose to that level. That hap- 
pened before my time. And I can tell that I don’t know how that 
happened. I can tell you that. But since I have been in the division, 
we have made sure that we respond within 72 hours, and that 
there is no request that are required, treatments that have been 
denied by our division. 

Mr. Price. Dr. Schriro, the best I can do at this moment is to 
suggest that this whole situation appears to be ripe for your review 
as you come into the Department, whether this is a problem of the 
scope that has been suggested by some of these reports. And in any 
case, what kind of review process needs to be maintained going for- 
ward from these IGSAs in terms of authorizing treatment? One 
issue is surely cost control, but it clearly needs to be more than 
that. There needs to be some assurance that legitimate health 
problems are being attended to. 
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Ms. Schriro. Mr. Chair, I agree. What I have heard in various 
remarks and questions from the members of the subcommittee is 
concern that there is not yet one system in place, and that we all 
share the expectation that there ought to be common expectations 
and common characteristics, regardless of the location to which you 
are assigned pending your removal. So having reliable data and 
making apples-to-apples comparisons and being able to base future 
budget and other planning decisions on that reliable information 
that we have all been discussing is going to be critical. 

Mr. Price. Thank you. Mr. Rogers. 

MORTALITY RATES 

Mr. Rogers. Well, I think we have to keep in mind that this is 
the detention program for people who are illegally in the country. 
It is not a health program. We are not talking about a health 
screening program here or a hospitalization. We are talking about 
detaining illegals before they are deported and whether or not we 
are furnishing adequate medical health while they are in our cus- 
tody. I think we have to keep that in mind when we talk about how 
we are screening and are not screening people. 

But the basic fact remains — and, Ms. Cackley, I think you would 
have to agree — that the chart that shows the detainee mortality 
rates from 2004 to 2008 is quite remarkable, is it not? 

Ms. Cackley. Mr. Rogers, the mortality rate that — we did not at- 
tempt to calculate a mortality rate because we didn’t feel that we 
had an actual population 

Mr. Rogers. I am showing you what the facts are. What is your 
comment on the reduction in the mortality rate from 10.8 in 2004 
to 2.7 in 2008? That is quite remarkable, is it not? 

Ms. Cackley. I don’t know what the basis of that calculation is 
because I don’t have the population numbers. 

Mr. Rogers. Well, assuming this is correct, which it is, is that 
not remarkable? 

Ms. Cackley. It is a significant decrease, yes, sir. 

Mr. Rogers. Yes. Now, Mr. Hayes, how many detainees have you 
handled since 2004? 

Mr. Hayes. I believe the number, sir, is greater than 1.7 million. 

Mr. Rogers. 1.7 million people. And you have had 90 deaths, cor- 
rect? 

Mr. Hayes. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rogers. And only seven of those were females, correct? 

Mr. Hayes. I believe that is correct. 

Mr. Rogers. And 17 are Cuban. And they died of such things as 
sudden cardiac death, coronary artery disease, AIDS, cardiac ar- 
rhythmia, brain tumor glioblastoma or whatever. Ninety people out 
of a million, what? 

Mr. Hayes. Seven. 

Mr. Rogers. A million 7. To me that is remarkable. I don’t know 
what we are complaining of here. In fact, I think we ought to be 
complimenting you for this tremendous reduction. How did you 
achieve that it? 

Mr. Hayes. Well, I mentioned some of the things that we have 
done to increase the oversight on how we provide medical care to 
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detainees. Certainly a big step was increasing the percentage of fa- 
cilities where DIHS is and I think that has a lot to do with it. 

Mr. Rogers. I have a list of the people who have died in — detain- 
ees who have died, their names, their sex, their date of birth, their 
country of origin, the date they died, the facility where they died, 
the autopsies and the cause of death. Is there anything wrong with 
that becoming a public list? 

Mr. Hayes. I honestly would have to deflect to the Department’s 
general counsel, but we can certainly get back to you with an an- 
swer, sir. 

Mr. Rogers. I am prepared to file the list, unless it would violate 
some privacy provisions or what have you. 

Mr. Chairman, I will tender the list. And if it is appropriate, it 
might be good to be a part of the record. 

Mr. Price. Based on appropriate review, we will put it in the 
record. 

[The information follows:] 
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CLERK'S NOTE: As discussed in the following ICE press release, on 
August 17, 2009, ICE announced that it had uncovered record of 10 
additional detainee deaths that occurred between January 5, 2004, and 
January 17, 2007. The following chart includes those additional 
records, which are indicated by the suffix "++" after the record number. 
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Office of Public Affairs 

U.S. Department of Homeland Security 



U.S. Immigration 
and Customs 
Enforcement 


News Release 


Aug. 17, 2009 

Contact: ICE Public Affairs 

(202) 732-4242 


ICE identification of previously un-tracked detainee deaths highlights 
importance of detention reform 

WASHINGTON — During an in-depth review of records related to individuals who have died in U.S. 
Immigration and Customs Enforcement (ICE) custody since October 2003, ICE has identified 10 individuals 
who were not previously included on the agency’s list of detainee deaths. These 1 0 deaths occurred between 
FY 2004 and FY 2007. 

In response, on Saturday, August 15, ICE Assistant Secretary John Morton directed an agency-wide review of 
all documents and databases to ensure the integrity of ICE’s records on detainee deaths. 

“This is a serious matter that we uncovered and it requires an immediate response. Appropriate tracking and 
accounting of the deaths of individuals in ICE custody is imperative,” said Assistant Secretary Morton. “This 
highlights why I am passionate about the need for more direct federal oversight of ICE’s detention system and 
the critical importance of the detention reforms I announced two weeks ago.” 

Late last month, the processing of a Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) request for documents related to the 
death of a detainee not previously captured on ICE’s list triggered the subsequent review of agency records. 

On August 14, 2009, HulufGuanguleNegusse, a 24-year old Ethiopian national being held with a final order 
of removal pending the receipt of his travel documents, passed away at Tallahassee Memorial Hospital 
(TMH) in Florida. 

Including Mr. Negusse’s death, the current number of detainee deaths in ICE custody since October 2003 is 
104. 

The names of the deceased are available in the public record. 

# ICE # 

U.S. Immigration and Customs Enforcement (ICE) is the largest investigative arm of the Department of Homeland Security. 

ICE is comprised of five integrated divisions that form a 21 s ' century law enforcement agency with broad responsibilities for a number 
of key homeland security priorities. For more information, visit: www.ICE pov . To report suspicious activity, call 1-866-341-2123. 
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Mr. Rogers. These people died all over the country. I am looking 
at Middlesex, New Jersey, Louisiana, Pennsylvania, Virginia, 
South Carolina and so on. It seems to me that what we need to do 
is to be sure that you are providing, with whatever funds we can 
give you, the best medical treatment you can provide under the cir- 
cumstances that we are dealing with people who are here illegally, 
who are being detained previous to deportation, and that we are 
not running a medical clinic, we are running a detention facility, 
whether it be State, county or Federal. Is that not correct? 

Mr. Hayes. Yes, sir. Our goal is to provide the most adequate 
level of medical care that the detainees in our custody need. 

Mr. Rogers. I don’t think you are hurting for money. Are you? 
Do you need more money? 

Mr. Hayes. No, sir. 

Mr. Rogers. I didn’t think so, because you have got $151 million 
for the current year. That is up from $60 million in 2005. So we 
have almost tripled your budget in these last 3 or 4 years. And if 
money is the problem, let us know. But all of you are saying, are 
you not, that we don’t need more money thrown at this problem? 
Anybody disagree with that? 

Mr. Hayes. I am not prepared to disagree with you, sir. 

Mr. Rogers. I bet your budget officer would like to ask you that. 

Mr. Chairman, I don’t see any problem here. We have got 2.7 per 
100,000. I know it doesn’t compare — you can’t compare apples to 
oranges, but the mortality rate in the BOP is 16 per 100,000. In 
U.S. hospitals, it is from 11 to 16 deaths per 100,000 patients. And 
so I know none of those are comparable. But 2.7 out of 100,000, 
dealing with 1,700,000 people, to me is remarkable that we are 
doing as good as we are. Not perfect, but pretty doggone good. I 
yield. 

Mr. Price. Thank you. I would like to ask our GAO witness — 
not orally, but just for the record — for an elaboration of one sta- 
tistic I think you can evaluate apples-to-apples, and that is within 
the figures that Mr. Rogers cited. What about the distribution of 
those deaths between the Federal and the contract facilities and 
the IGSAs? There does appear to be a disproportionate number in 
the IGSAs. 

Ms. Cackley. We would be happy to provide that analysis. 

[The information follows:] 
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United States Government Accountability Office 
Washington, DC 20548 


April 14, 2009 

The Honorable David Price 
Chairman 

Subcommittee on Homeland Security 
Committee on Appropriations 
House of Representatives 

Subject: GAO Response to Data Inquiry Regarding Deaths of Immigration Detainees 
Dear Mr. Chairman, 

This letter responds to a question posed to me at the Subcommittee’s March 3, 2009 
hearing on health services for detainees in U.S. Immigration and Customs 
Enforcement (ICE) custody. Specifically, you asked for information on the number 
of ICE detainee deaths by the type of detention facility, and by the type of facility 
health care staff. Enclosed is the information on these issues, which we compiled 
from Department of Homeland Security sources. 

If you have any questions or need additional information, please contact me on (202) 
512-7114 or at cackleva@flao.gov or contact Rosamond Katz on (202) 512-7148 or at 
katzr@flao.gov . 

Sincerely yours, 




Alicia Puente Cackley 
Director, Health Care 


Enclosure 
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Enclosure 1 


Data Requested bv the Honorable David Price 

To respond to your request, we reviewed data on detainee deaths that occurred from 
October 2003 through February 2009. ICE reported that a total of 90 detainees died 
during that period. We sorted these data by the type of facility at which the death 
occurred and by the type of health care staffing available at those facilities. We did 
not validate the information provided by ICE. 

1. Please provide data on the number of ICE detainee deaths by the type of 
detention facility where the death occurred — that is, whether the facility 
was publicly or privately operated. 

ICE detainees are generally held at the following types of facilities: 

• Intergovernmental Service Agreement facilities — state and local jails under 
contract with ICE to hold detainees 

• Service Processing Center — federal facilities operated by ICE specifically to 
hold detainees 

• Federal Bureau of Prisons facilities 

• Contract Detention Facilities — facilities operated by private contractors 
specifically to hold detainees 

In our prior work, we determined that almost 65 percent of the average daily 
population of ICE detainees were held at Intergovernmental Service Agreement 
facilities during FY 2007.' 

ICE Detainee Deaths, bv Facility Type. Oct. 2003 through Feb. 2009 


Facility type 

Operating entity 

Number of deaths 

Intergovernmental Service 
Agreement facility 

State or local 
government 

58 

Service Processing Center 

Federal government 

11 

Federal Bureau of Prisons facility 

Federal government 

11 

Contract Detention Facility 

Contractor 

9 

Other 

Federal government 

I 

TOTAL 

90 


Source: GAO analysis of ICE data 


Note: In 9 of the 90 cases, the detainee’s death did not occur at an ICE facility. In 8 of these 9 
instances, the death occurred after the detainee was moved out of the ICE facility to another 
location — such as to a hospital. For those cases, these data indicate the type of ICE facility 
that last held the detainees before their deaths: 6 detainees had been most recently held at an 
Intergovernmental Service Agreement facility, 1 at a Service Processing Center, and 1 at a 
Contract Detention Facility. In addition, 1 detainee who had not yet been booked in to any 
ICE facility died at an ICE field office while his case was being processed. 


1 GAO, DHS: Organizational Structure and Resources for Providing Health Care to Immigration 
Detainees, GAO-09-308R (Washington, D.C.: Feb. 23, 2009). This calculation does not account for 
detainees held in Federal Bureau of Prisons facilities, because those facilities were not in the report's 
scope. 


Page 2 




553 


2. Please provide data on the number of ICE detainee deaths by the type of 
staff responsible for health care at their facility — that is, whether the 
facility used Division of Immigration Health Services (D1HS) staff or 
other personnel. 

The Division of Immigration Health Services (DIHS) is responsible for providing 
health care to ICE detainees at some facilities. DIHS is mainly comprised of contract 
employees and officers from the U.S. Public Health Service Commissioned Corps. In 
our prior work, we determined that DIHS staff provided health care for about 53 
percent of the average daily population of ICE detainees during FY 2007. ! For 
facilities that are not staffed by DIHS, each respective facility is responsible for 
coordinating or arranging health care for ICE detainees. 


ICE Detainee Deaths, by Facility Staffing Type. Oct. 2003 - Feb. 2009 


Facility staffing type 

Number of deaths 

DIHS-staffed ICE facilities 

25 

Non-DIHS staffed ICE facilities 

64 

Other 

1 

TOTAL 

90 


Source: GAO analysis of ICE data 


Note: In 9 of the 90 cases, the detainee’s death did not occur at an ICE facility. In 8 of these 9 
instances, the death occurred after the detainee was moved out of the ICE facility to another 
location — such as to a hospital. For those cases, these data indicate the staffing type of the 
ICE facility that last held the detainees before their deaths: 6 detainees had been most 
recently held at a non-DIHS staffed ICE facility, and 2 at a DIHS-staffed ICE facility. In 
addition, 1 detainee who had not yet been booked in to any ICE facility died at an ICE field 
office while his case was being processed. 


’ GAO-09-30SR. The 53 percent calculation does not account for detainees held in Federal Bureau of 
Prisons facilities, because those facilities were not in the report’s scope. 
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Mr. Price. Thank you. Mr. Farr. 

Mr. Farr. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I am looking at the big pic- 
ture here. Everybody arrested in the United States, whether they 
are here legally or illegally, is entitled to a trial by jury and is in- 
nocent until proven guilty. What is remarkable about the immigra- 
tion system is it works almost totally voluntarily, that people de- 
cide to be deported. So detainees really haven’t been convicted of 
a crime. They are charged that they did not have appropriate pa- 
pers. And if you want to challenge that, you can go out and hire 
lawyers. 

I think the bigger problem here is, how do you better prioritize 
your workforce and manpower force? This issue is important be- 
cause the California State prison system is dealing with a Federal 
court order, saying that the state has not been providing the kind 
of care that people should get, and therefore we ought to let a lot 
of people out of prison. The prisons are just overcrowded and I can 
see logically at someplace this comes to that — there are 11 million 
estimated undocumented people here. You are rounding up 
440,000. Of those, only one in four you are intentionally going 
after. The others are just are there, they don’t have papers. 

You know, in the fishing business, we call that by-catch. When 
you go after the intended person, you also just pull in others. So 
three-quarters of the people that are being detained are not the 
people that ICE is looking for. And that is why you get this 
pushback from communities and local law enforcement. They don’t 
want you in there busting somebody who is just a dishwasher and 
doing their job and staying out of trouble. When you take the dish- 
washer out of the community, as you have in our community, there 
have sometimes been children in the house. Both parents have had 
to leave and make arrangements for the children. The children are 
American citizens so they can stay here or go home if there are 
young children. 

I know you have been successful in getting voluntary detentions 
just by sending letters to people saying, show up at the detention 
center at the ICE station or leave the country. And immigrants 
have left the country, not wanting their kids to know that they 
were taken by law enforcement. So there are all kinds of social 
issues here. 

So my interest here is in making sure that, one, we ought to be 
professional in how we treat people, regardless of whether they are 
legal or illegal. That is the American way. Secondly, that I think 
you ought to try to concentrate, Mr. Hayes, on really going after 
only people with warrants. 

The failure rate on warrants that are given for people who have 
failed to report or failed for other reasons, that really have a court 
order, is pathetic. You ought to focus on that workforce that you 
have. That is where you ought to concentrate it, because I think 
if you are just going to go up and grow and grow more people — 
440,000 you think is going to be the number you are going to de- 
tain this year — I would be curious to know how many of those 
440,000 have warrants and where the failure rate on ICE to find 
the people that the court has ordered to remove. And I think that 
is where the priorities ought to be because that is what the priority 
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in law, Congress wrote the law to say that the highest priority for 
ICE is to remove people with criminal involvement. 

Jail checks are very important. Those people are obviously not in 
jail if they haven’t done something wrong. And it was really hard 
to get people to do jail checks. So I think that if you essentially do 
the job that — in a priority way that is laid out in the law, you are 
going to have less of these other kinds of incidents. And the way 
it came off, and I am sure that you didn’t mean it that way, that 
these people with these illnesses would have died anyway, whether 
they were detained by us or not, and I am not sure that that is 
correct. 

I was in the Peace Corps and I know what it is in the culture 
of poverty where people don’t understand the terms that you use 
in their own language because they have never — particularly if 
your culture isn’t oriented to having been examined by a doctor and 
never having been asked those questions before, it is very difficult 
to respond to them in a proper way. 

So I hope that the emphasis here, Mr. Chairman, on this com- 
mittee is that we focus on ICE’s role to really go in and to remove, 
prioritize removing those that are undocumented, and less empha- 
sis on sort of the innocent bystander who, for no purposes, caused 
any crime or has done anything wrong. 

They do have undocumented papers and that is why we are try- 
ing to do immigration reform. So you are in a tough situation. If 
you could respond to what it would take to round up more people 
under warrant than you have been doing, what would make that 
more successful? 


ICE STANDARDS OF CONDUCT 

Mr. Hayes. There are a couple of points that I think I can re- 
spond to. First of all, we agree that our officers should at all times 
conduct themselves as professionals and we hold our officers and 
agents to the highest standards. And our officers, it is my belief, 
the deportation officers, immigration enforcement agents, men and 
women of the Federal Protective Service and the Special Agents 
with our Office of Investigations, are dedicated public servants who 
do conduct themselves professionally. Our data actually shows that 
the success that we are having in actually identifying and arresting 
fugitives and criminals is increasing from 70 percent in fiscal year 
2007 to, thus far this year, 85 percent of arrests made through our 
Fugitive Operations Program have been individuals who are either 
immigration fugitives or criminals or both. 

FUGITIVE OPERATIONS PROGRAM 

Mr. Farr. How does that percent go to your 440,000 you told the 
committee? 

Mr. Hayes. Last year we made approximately 34,000 arrests in 
the Fugitive Operations Program. This year we anticipate that that 
percentage will be higher. A great deal of the people who are going 
to come through our custody, however, will come into your custody 
through our work in the Criminal Alien Program. And that is 
where you mentioned the jail screening, the jail checks. 

We have greatly, through the generosity and determination of 
Congress, been able to expand that program from where in fiscal 
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year 2006 we identified 64,000 illegal aliens or individuals who 
were in violation of immigration law in U.S. jails and prisons to 
over 260,000 last year identified individuals in U.S. jails or prisons 
who were either in the country illegally or subject to removal pro- 
ceedings. That is, within our enforcement platform, the highest pri- 
ority that we have is to identify those criminal aliens who are in 
U.S. jails and prisons. 

Additionally we believe that for some of those individuals, depor- 
tation has not proven an effective enough deterrent. So we began 
a program in fiscal year 2006 to target the most egregious recidi- 
vist criminal aliens, those individuals who come to the United 
States, commit crimes, get deported and come back again. And 
starting from zero in fiscal year 2006, we secured 3,000 convictions 
last year for those types of individuals. And we expect that that 
number will grow higher this year. So I hope that gives you some 
comfort in the fact that we are targeting the worst of the worst, 
people who are demonstrated public safety threats. 

Mr. Farr. In your own testimony, that is essentially just 10 per- 
cent of the number of people that you are rounding up. And I think 
that those statistics need to be flipped. 

Mr. Hayes. Sir, actually if I may, more than 34,000 arrests in 
the Fugitive Operations Program, and we anticipate charging as 
many as 280,000 through the Criminal Alien Program this year, I 
would suggest that makes up the bulk of the people we expect to 
target this year and have in our populations. 

IMMIGRATION ENFORCEMENT PRIORITIES 

Mr. Price. This subcommittee will on April 2nd have a hearing 
on immigration enforcement priorities. So we will return to those 
matters at that time. Mr. Carter. 

Mr. Carter. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I assumed we were hav- 
ing a hearing on that subject and I understand Mr. Farr’s concern. 
An officer goes in search of a warrant violation or comes across 
someone who has got another violation, maybe an international 
warrant, an outstanding criminal warrant, an outstanding fugitive 
warrant. As a law enforcement officer, they are supposed to enforce 
the law, isn’t that correct? 

Mr. Hayes. That is correct. 

Mr. Carter. And just because they don’t have an ICE warrant 
to give them, it doesn’t mean when they go to question them and 
discover other issues that would cause them to be detained — it is 
their responsibility to go forward with that detention; isn’t that 
right? 

Mr. Hayes. It is a sworn obligation, yes, sir. 

Mr. Carter. This woman in Tennessee that was mentioned, was 
she under other criminal charges besides an ICE warrant; or do 
you know? 

Mr. Hayes. She was pending criminal charges during the time 
that incident occurred. 

Mr. Carter. So she would have been treated by that sheriffs 
deputy or police officer like any other American citizen charged 
with a crime and who was ill and had to go to the hospital? The 
reason I say that is because we have to take people to the hospital 
all the time out of our county jails, and I used to have to oversee 
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a county jail for 20 years. And, yes, they are not going to leave that 
hospital room; and if they don’t have the ability to put an officer 
sitting at the door, then they may put some type of detention to 
the bed, because they are under criminal charges pending in the 
courts. 

Mr. Carter. So that wasn’t an ICE issue, it was a criminal jus- 
tice issue that the lady was handcuffed to the bed. 

Mr. Hayes. That is correct. I can’t obviously speak to that De- 
partment’s policy. 

Mr. Carter. Whether or not that policy is material or not, it is 
generally the policy of almost every prison system that I have ever 
run across in any State or in any county jurisdiction. They are 
going to make sure those people don’t leave. 

Mr. Hayes. What I can say, she was not in ICE custody when 
that incident occurred. 

Mr. Carter. It wasn’t an ICE issue. 

When we talk about those contract folks, that would include 
county jails, right? 

Mr. Hayes. Yes, sir. 

medical standards for county jails 

Mr. Carter. So, if a county jail has got a bunch of people in 
there — and I guess I address this to the GAO — if we have to come 
up with different standards, will that change imposing new medical 
standards on county jails and local police holding tanks? In other 
words, if we are going to come up with new standards to your stud- 
ies of medical treatment for people who are being held and turn out 
to be of an immigrant status, will we then be imposing those stand- 
ards clear down to the level of the city jail of Austin, Texas, or the 
county jail of Williamson County, or will it just be for the ICE fa- 
cilities? 

Because the questions I am hearing are contract people, and they 
fall within the category of contract people. They get paid the day 
for the time that those people are in there by ICE. 

So my question is: When we impose these standards, is that 
going to be an imposition upon every incarceration facility in the 
United States? 

Ms. Cackley. GAO isn’t recommending imposing standards on 
the other facilities. The work that we did was to point out the dif- 
ferences in the organizational structure of the different facilities 
and the implications for ICE’s oversight of the facilities. But we 
didn’t do the work to look at the standards. 

Mr. Carter. Okay. So did you take into consideration that the 
contract people might be local county jails? 

Ms. Cackley. Absolutely. We understood that the contract people 
were, in many cases, State and county and local jails. 

Mr. Carter. You are just basically giving statistical evalua- 
tion — 

Ms. Cackley. We were asked to describe the structure, the orga- 
nizational structure, and what the implications were for oversight. 

Mr. Carter. So there could be clearly different standards that 
just are the mores of that community. 

Ms. Cackley. Absolutely. We expect that there would be dif- 
ferent standards, and the question for ICE is what do they know, 



558 


and how do they oversee the care that is being given to the detain- 
ees. 

Mr. Carter. I think that is it. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Price. Thank you. 

Mr. Serrano. 

CUBAN IMMIGRATION 

Mr. Serrano. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

There is a running gag between Mr. Rogers and Mr. Wolf of Vir- 
ginia about my ability to bring up the issue of Cuba or Puerto Rico 
at every hearing. I didn’t do that today. Mr. Rogers did. I thought 
you said 17 Cubans. Is that what you said? Which sparks my at- 
tention. I thought Cubans enjoyed — I know this is a general immi- 
gration issue — a special immigration status and therefore do not 
get detained. 

So, just on a general immigration issue, the 17 Cubans who died, 
these were folks who were living in this country and then were 
going to get deported. But then Cubans don’t get deported because, 
again, they enjoy a special immigration status. So what are we 
talking about here? 

Mr. Hayes. Obviously, without having specific direct knowledge 
of each of those cases, generally the people from Cuba that we have 
in custody are individuals who we have encountered through the 
criminal justice system, and they go through removal proceedings, 
as would anyone else from other foreign countries if they have com- 
mitted violations of immigration law. 

Mr. Serrano. But I am saying Cubans do not commit violation 
of immigration law. The minute they touch ground here, they stay. 
And if they can throw a curve ball or a fast ball, they are encour- 
aged to stay through a third country. I know it is funny, and it is 
funny to me, too, but it is true. The two Hernandez brothers, one 
is here as a Costa Rican, the other one is here as a Dominican, be- 
cause they didn’t make it to land. Had they made it to land here, 
then they would be here fleeing whatever a pitcher who throws 100 
miles an hour flees. 

Mr. Hayes. The status that is confirmed upon them when they 
make it to land can be taken away by an immigration judge for cer- 
tain criminal violations. 

Mr. Serrano. So I am saying they are not detained. My whole 
point is they were not detained because they got into the country 
illegally, since Cubans don’t come into the country illegally. They 
are all legal. These were folks who were living here for a while, 
committed a crime, and now somebody is going to try to deport 
them; is that correct? 

Mr. Hayes. In these cases, why they are detained and why we 
would detain anyone from Cuba is because of the mandatory deten- 
tion statute. So these are people who committed a crime or crimes 
that make them subject to mandatory detention during the 
postorder removal period. So, during a period in which an immigra- 
tion judge issues an order, we have 90 days, which is the 
postremoval period, extending to 180 days. We are required to de- 
tain them for 90 days even though, as you correctly point out, re- 
moval is not likely with respect to Cuban nationals. 
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Mr. Serrano. All right. Mr. Chairman, I am not going to push 
on this point. This is just an issue that we maybe should look at 
later, because my understanding of the law is that any Cuban who 
gets here can stay here. So I don’t know at what point — and Cu- 
bans who commit crimes here usually pay for their crime here. 
They don’t get deported as such. That is my understanding. So this 
is somewhat bizarre. And if it ends up with 17 deaths, then that 
is even more bizarre, because these are not folks coming over from 
Cuba with health problems. These people have been living here, 
had acquired health problems here. So it is all very strange. 

Mr. Price. Maybe we could just ask for you to look at those fig- 
ures and, first of all, confirm that it is true; and secondly, offer 
whatever explanation you can for how this apparent anomaly 
would occur. 

Mr. Hayes. Certainly. 

Mr. Serrano. Okay. So I did bring up Cuba. 

Captain Rodriguez, I was born in Puerto Rico. Were you? So we 
brought up Puerto Rico. 

Mr. Price. Thank you. 

With that, I want to thank each of our witnesses this morning 
for each bringing a very distinctive contribution to this hearing. We 
appreciate your service to the country and your work on what I 
think we all acknowledge is a difficult and challenging issue. We 
also appreciate your commitment to note flaws and deficiencies and 
to work for improvement. We pledge to cooperate with you to that 
end. That certainly is our intention in calling the hearing, and it 
will be very much on our mind as we write next year’s appropria- 
tions bill. 

With that, again, thank you, and the hearing is adjourned. 
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QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD SUBMITTED BY 

THE HONORABLE DAVID PRICE 
Dr. Dora Schriro, Special Advisor to Secretary Napolitano 
Jim Hayes, Director, Office of Detention and Removal, 

U.S. Customs and Immigration Enforcement 
Captain Jose Rodriguez, Director of Immigrant Health Services, 
U.S. Immigration and Customs Enforcement 
Health Services for Detainees in 
U.S. Immigration and Customs Enforcement Custody 


Analysis of Health Services at Detention Facilities 


Question: Please provide for the record a chart of all facilities used to detainee individuals in ICE custody in 
fiscal years 2006, 2007, and 2008 showing the following: 

• Detention facility name 

• Detention facility type (Federal, Contract, IGSA) 

• Health service provider at facility (DIHS, contract, other) 

• Total individuals detained in each fiscal year 

• Total bed-nights of detention used/contracted/purchased in each fiscal year 

• Total intake screenings completed for each fiscal year 

• Total physical examinations completed for each fiscal year 

• Total sick calls handled in each fiscal year 

• Minimum sick call wait time for each fiscal year 

• Maximum sick call wait time for each fiscal year 

• Average sick call wait time for each fiscal year 

• Total health expenditures for each fiscal year 

ANSWER: In response to Detention facility name. Detention facility type (Federal, Contract, IGSA), Total 
individuals detained in each fiscal year, and Total bed-nights of detention used/contracted/purchased in each 
fiscal year please see Addendum #1 , an Excel spreadsheet labeled, “Analysis of Health Services at Detention 
Facilities." 
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The U.S. Immigration and Customs Enforcement Office of Detention and Removal Operations does not 
currently require Inter-Governmental Service Agreement (IGS A) partners to collect and report health care data 
at this time. Dr. Sehriro will oversee the revision of IGSA commitments to include data collection and analysis. 
Dr. Sehriro will also work with Division of Immigrant Health Services (DIHS) in the development of an interim 
data base pending the development of a DIHS Electronic Health Record system. Finally, Dr. Sehriro has 
identified the need for one comprehensive data base encompassing all detainees and will be developing 
recommendations to address this issue. 

In response to the list of Health service provider at facility (DIHS, contract, other), please see Addendum #2, an 
Excel spreadsheet titled, “DIHS FY 2006-2008 On Board Direct Care Providers.” 
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In response to the list of intake screenings, physical exams and sick calls, please see the tables on the following 
pages. 


Division of Immigration Health Services (DIHS) 

DIHS Staffed Facilities Intake Screenings, Physical Exams and Sick Calls 
Fiscal Years 2006 -2008 



■ 


' v. -Ui. . ■ 


AG U A DILL A SPC 

CDF 


441 


BUFFALO SPC 

SPC 

3,430 

2,220 

■SO 

CORR. CORP. OF AMERICA SAN DIEGO CDF 

CDF 

11,662 

4,554 

9I1SE9 

EL CENTRO SPC 

SPC 

4,595 

3,334 

gH 

EL PASO SPC 

SPC 

6,923 

5,296 

§gggjg| 

ELIZABETH CDF 

CDF 

2,639 

1,392 

fggSggj 

FLORENCE SPC 

SPC 

16,949 

3,240 

3,849 

HARLINGEN STAGING FACILITY 

Staging 

1,626 

0 

0 

HOUSTON CDF 

CDF 

5,848 

3,751 

4,924 

KROME NORTH SPC 

SPC 

3,938 

2,311 


LOS ANGELES STAGING FACILITY 

Staging 

14,895 

0 

88 

PEARSALL/SOUTH TEXAS DETENTION COMPLEX 

CDF 

16,664 

9,320 


PORT ISABEL SPC 

SPC 

11,631 

10,330 


SAN PEDRO SPC 

SPC 

3,539 

2,865 


T. DON HUTTO CCA FAMILY RESIDENTIAL FACILITY 
IGSA 

198 

155 

308 


TACOMA/NORTHWEST DET. CENTER CDF 

CDF 

7,269 

4,687 

mem. 

WILLACY COUNTY DETENTION CENTER CDF 

IGSA 

1,437 

589 

980 

FY2006 Grand Total 


1 14,646 

54,485 

61,763 

CDF= Contract Detention Facility 

SPC = Federal Service Processing Center 

IGSA=Intergovernmental Service Agreement 

Data Source: DIHS Operations Workload Database, FY2006-FY2008 

DIHS Statistics Program 


Table 2: FY2007 


■ 

Facility" 

Type 

Total Intake I Total Physical I Sick 
Screenings j Examinations | Calls 

AGUADILLA SPC 

CDF 

893 

443 

964 

BUFFALO SPC 

SPC 

4.476 

2,907 

pmu 

CORR. CORP. OF AMERICA - SAN DIEGO CDF 

CDF 

10,638 

7,296 

he&hi 

EL CENTRO SPC 


n/a 

3,627 


EL PASO SPC 

SPC 

6,911 

5,042 


ELIZABETH CDF 

CDF 

2,248 

1,217 

1991 

ELOY CDF 


8,349 

3,905 

. |Q 

FLORENCE SPC 

SPC 

21,216 

3,127 

gggJUl 

HARLINGEN STAGING FACILITY 

Staging 

24,039 

0 

0 
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HOUSTON CDF 

CDF 

8,456 

4,103 

4,226 

KROME NORTH SPC 

SPC 

7,454 

3,280 

2,972 

LOS ANGELES STAGING FACILITY 

Staging 

19,592 

0 

3 

PEARSALL/SOUTH TEXAS DETENTION COMPLEX 

CDF 

22,608 

9,701 

9,739 

PINAL COUNTY IGSA 

IGSA 

1,674 

1,532 

1,634 

PORT ISABEL SPC 

SPC 

8,988 

8,997 

10,722 

SAN PEDRO SPC 

SPC 

3,500 

3,340 

1,95! 

STEWART CDF 

CDF 

6,082 

5,721 

3,954 

T. DON HUTTO CCA FAMILY RESIDENTIAL FACILITY 

IGSA 

1,511 

1,518 

3,621 

TACOMA/NORTHWEST DET. CENTER CDF 

CDF 

8,662 

7,171 

7,819 

WILLACY COUNTY DETENTION CENTER CDF 

IGSA 

17,151 

14,090 

12,920 

FY2007 Grand Total 


184,448 

87,017 

97,620 

CDF= Contract Detention Facility 

SPC = Federal Service Processing Center 

IGSA=Jntergovernmental Service Agreement 

Data Source: DIHS Operatioas Workload Database, FY2006-FY2008 

DIHS Statistics Program 
n/a = not available 




AGUADILLA SPC 

CDF 

1.022 

578 

umijjg]! 

BERKS COUNTY FAMILY/RESIDENTIAL SHELTER 

IGSA 

179 

178 


BUFFALO SPC 

SPC 


3,131 

iPSH 

CORR. CORP. OF AMERICA - SAN DIEGO CDF 

CDF 

8,305 

6,411 

IKiSB 

EL CENTRO SPC 

SPC 

3,444 

2,861 


EL PASO SPC 

SPC 

9,098 

5,671 


ELIZABETH CDF 

CDF 

2,699 

1,558 


ELOY CDF IGSA 

10,786 

4,244 

13,688 


FLORENCE SPC 

SPC 

23.060 


sSEiigg 

HARLINGEN STAGING FACILITY 




ifM 

HOUSTON CDF 





JENA/LASALLE DETENTION FACILITY IGSA 


11,617 



KROME NORTH SPC 


9,009 

3,374 

y.i:s 

LOS ANGELES STAGING FACILITY 


12,033 

— j 

<> 

PEARSALL/SOUTH TEXAS DETENTION COMPLEX 

CDF 

16,498 



PINAL COUNTY IGSA 

IGSA 

5,730 

4,001 


PORT ISABEL SPC 

SPC 

5,802 

6,233 

10,814 

SANTA ANA STAGING FACILITY 

Staging 

7,981 

0 

0 

STEWART CDF 

CDF 

17,190 

9,098 

10,667 

T. DON HUTTO CCA FAMILY RESIDENTIAL FACILITY 

IGSA 

2,168 

2,374 

3,45! 

TACOMA/NORTHWEST DEI . CENTER CDF 

CDF 

12,154 

7,591 

6,912 

VARICK STREET SPC 

CDF 

3,809 

762 

1,417 

WILLACY COUNTY DETENTION CENTER CDF 

IGSA 

23,887 

14,093 

14,132 

FY2008 Grand Totals 


236,906 

94,504 

116,142 
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Total 


: Facility ■ Total Intake 

Total Pinsicai 

Sick 



.Examinations 

Calls 

CDF= Contract Detention Facility 




SPC = Federal Service Processing Center 




IGSA=Intergovernmental Service Agreement 




Data Source: DIHS Operations Workload Database 

FY2006-FY2008 



DIHS Statistics Program 





Question: Please provide for the record a chart that shows for fiscal years 2006, 2007 and 2008 the 25 most 
frequent medical treatments provided for ICE detainees, including the number provided for each treatment type, 

ANSWER: For medical treatments that are administered by healthcare providers outside of ICE detention 
facilities, the Veterans Affairs Financial Services Center (VAFSC) is utilized for purposes of accounting and 
paying for those services. The VAFSC tracks medical procedures that are administered by healthcare providers 
outside of the detention facilities used by ICE. The charts below represent the 25 most frequent medical 
treatments provided for ICE detainees taken from medical claims data in the VAFSC. The categories of 
treatments are standard current procedural terminology the VA uses in tracking its accounting data. These data 
are the current best available source for determining treatments provided. 

Please see the charts on the following pages. 





FY 2006 - Top 25 Most Frequent Medical Treatments 
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FY 2007 - Top 25 Most Frequent Medical Treatments 
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FY 2008 - Top 25 Most Frequent Medical Treatments 
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ICE does not currently statistically track data regarding the treatments provided in detention facilities. Dr. 
Schriro has identified the need for one comprehensive data base encompassing all detainees and will be 
developing recommendations to address this issue and will also work with DIHS in the development of an 
interim data base pending (he development of a DIHS Electronic Health Record system. Dr. Schriro will 
oversee the revision of 1GS.A commitments to include data collection and analysis. 


Question: In testimony before the House Judiciary Committee last year. Dr. Homer Venters of the 
Bellevuc/NYU program for survivors of torture, recommended a standardized mortality rate calculation taking 
into account the number of people ICE detains in a given year adjusted for the average length of stay of each 
detention. Has ICE evaluated whether this is a more accurate methodology for analyzing its detainee mortality 
rates? If not, what are ICE’s concerns about Dr. Venters’ approach? Please provide for the record a chart that 
shows a standardized rate of detainee deaths per 100,000 detention- years for each year since ICE was created. 

ANSWER: We agree with Dr. Venters' calculation taking into account the number of people ICE detains in a 
given year adjusted for the average length of stay of each detention, to assess this population. Dr. Schriro, 
special advisor to the Secretary, has met with Dr. Venter and is pursuing a study by this methodology. 

As of March 31, 2009, ICE has begun submitting its data to the U.S. Department of Justice, Bureau of Justice 
Statistics (BJS), to be published annually. 



- 




; ^ V/iv ■> 


2004 

231,804 

25 

10,8 

2005 

234,198 

16 

6.8 

2006 

254,383 

17 

6.7 

2007 

311,213 

31 

3.5 

2008 

407,132 

11 

2.7 


Data Sources: ICE/DRO Detainee Booking Database and ICE Detainee Deaths Database 

NB: The "Detainee Population” figure for 2008 includes the sum of aliens booked into detention during FY 2008 and the 28,550 
aliens in detention at the start date of the fiscal year. Prior year calculations did not include the start date populations due to 
limitations in the records system. Excluding the start date population would yield the following results: FY2008 Detainee Population 
= 378,582; Mortality rate per 100,000 Detainees = 2.9. 


Question: What additional data does ICE not currently collect that it believes it needs to better manage the 
DIHS program or the health services provided at Inter-Governmental Service Agreement (IGSA) facilities? 
What is ICE’s plan to collect this information and when will it implement these plans? 

ANSWER: Currently, both ICE and DIHS collect limited information regarding routine health services 
provided at IGSAs manually through the Treatment Authorization Request (TAR) process. 

Dr. Schriro has recommended that the congressionally funded health care study scope of work includes the 
identification of data about all detainees regardless of location that should be collected, including information 
about detainees’ current health, services requested, services approved, detainee satisfaction with the heath care 
received, and timeliness of health care provided. The data that should be collected should also be adequate to 
conduct morbidity and mortality studies. 


Dr. Schriro has identified the need for one comprehensive data base encompassing all detainees and will be 
developing recommendations to address this issue. Presently DIHS is developing a scope of work to create a 
DIHS-specific electronic health record system. Further, DRO does not currently require IGSA partners to 
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collect and report health care data. Dr. Schriro will oversee the revision of 1GSA commitments to include data 
collection and analysis and work with DIHS in the creation of an interim data base pending evaluation of the 
developing a comprehensive electronic health record system for all detainees. 


Question: Please provide a copy of the working group report on detainee health care completed by ICE at the 
end of the Bush administration. Which of the recommendations made by the working group has ICE 
implemented? 

ANSWER: The analysis completed at the end of the Bush Administration was used in a further study 
conducted by ICE and completed in October, 2009. The results of that study are attached. 


Detainee Standards of Care 


Question: Provide for the record the ICE policy for determining whether a detainee will receive medical care. 
To what extent does the effect of a detainee’s health on their ability to be deported affect decisions about the 
provision of medical care for observed or known medical conditions? 

ANSWER: The current ICE Detention Standard for Medical Care requires that all ICE detainees shall have 
access to medical services that “promote detainee health and general well-being.” This includes: 

a) An intake health screening by medical staff within 12 hours of the detainees’ arrival at the detention 
facility; 

b) A physical examination within 14 days of arrival in the detention facility, unless an acute or chronic 
condition is identified during the intake screening process which requires an expedited assessment; and 

c) Access to emergent, urgent, or non-emergent medical, dental, and mental health care services. See 
attachment: “Intake Screening and Physical Examination.” 

During the admission/intake process all detainees are informed about accessing health services through the 
“sick call process” or during other times by notifying the security staff. Detainees with health conditions 
requiring close, chronic or medical supervision should be treated based on a written care plan approved by a 
physician, dentist or mental health provider. 

The ICE detention standards also require DRO staff to communicate personally with the detainees in the 
facilities in their area of responsibility on no less than a weekly basis. DRO HQ recently directed that Field 
Office Directors certify that all detainees are seen weekly by DRO officers. 

The medical care provided to all ICE detainees is based solely on the medical needs of the detainee. Medical 
care is provided based on the detainee’s presenting chief complaint or medical diagnosis. The detainee’s 
removability is considered only to the extent that removal affects the appropriateness of initiating a course of 
optional medical treatment; for example, whether removal is likely to interrupt a course of long-term treatment 
or convalescence after a medical procedure that, if delayed, would have no significant detriment to the long 
term health of the detainee. All medically necessary care is provided. This approach to medical care is 
consistent with U. S. community medical practice standards. 


Question: Does ICE track the time it takes between a detainee’s request for medical care and the when the 
individual actually sees a medical professional? Does ICE require that this wait time meet a certain 
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performance level, and what are those requirements? What is ICE doing to decrease the waiting time for 
detainees who request medical care? 

ANSWER: ICE recently began tracking this manually in DIHS-staffed facilities. For the period beginning in 
the 4th quarter of Fiscal Year 2008 through the 1st quarter of Fiscal Year 2009, there were a total of 39,784 
detainees seen for sick call; of that number 34,378 (86%) were seen by medical staff within 72 hours. ICE 
believes it will be able to capture this metric for all ICE detainees by FY 2011. 

There is no set performance level requirement for sick call waiting time. The wait at DIHS facilities for routine 
(non-urgent) sick call complaints is less than 24 hours and the wait time for more urgent medical complaints is 
less than 12 hours. The current ICE detention standard requires that facilities schedule sick call as follows: 
Facilities with fewer than 50 detainees - a minimum of 1 day per week; Facilities with 50 to 200 detainees - a 
minimum of 3 days per week; and Facilities with over 200 detainees - a minimum of 5 days per week. Medical 
emergencies are addressed immediately. 

ICE believes that the current sick call process allows for detainees to receive routine medical care in a timely 
fashion. ICE has improved oversight over the sick call process through on-site compliance monitoring at select 
facilities and random sampling of medical care provided at all facilities that house ICE detainees. 

Secretary Napolitano has asked Special Advisor Schriro to provide preliminary findings and recommendations 
to her, and Dr. Schriro will be submitting her preliminary findings and recommendations to Secretary 
Napolitano shortly. Dr. Schriro testified that she anticipated a report will be submitted to the Committee shortly 
thereafter. 


Question: Please provide for the record the ICE policy for provision of prescription medicines to detainees 
upon intake at a detention center and upon transfer between medical centers. Are detainees who arrive at 
detention centers with prescription medicines treated differently than those who arrive without prescription 
medicines but who claim a need for them? When are detainees with prescription medicines given access to the 
medicines they arrived with? Are detainees who arc transferred between detention centers allowed to take their 
prescription medicines with them, and how does ICE ensure that detainees with medicine maintain continuity of 
care during a transfer? Does ICE have any plans to review these policies? 

ANSWER: All ICE detainees receive an initial health screening upon intake. ICE detainees who are 
determined to require prescription medicine should be issued the medication immediately. Detainees who are 
determined to require prescription medicine will either be allowed to keep the prescription medicine they 
brought with them or be issued new prescription medicine at the receiving facility. 

ICE is currently reviewing adherence to its Detainee Transfer Standard to ensure that detainees who are 
transferred are provided prescription medicine when necessary. 

All ICE detainees, including those ICE detainees transferred from other detention facilities, receive an initial 
health screening upon intake to determine whether they are currently taking prescription medication or require 
it. ICE detainees who are determined to need prescription medicine are provided it at that time. Detainees who 
arrive at detention facilities with prescription medicines are generally provided with those required prescription 
medicines during the intake process. 

The ICE National Detention Standards require that detainees receive prescribed medication throughout the 
transfer process. Additionally, ICE requires that detainees have “Current medications, with specific instructions 
for medications that must be administered en route. The transferring officer will review the information for 
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completeness and to ensure that hc/she has the supplies required to provide care as indicated during the transfer 
process”. 

ICE is aware of reports that detainees have been transferred without their prescribed medication. ICE believes 
these are isolated incidents and not the result of systemic problems. ICE monitors compliance with this 
requirement through annual, focus, and random compliance reviews/inspections, as well as through on-site 
monitoring at select detention facilities. Finally, ICE reissued guidance on this topic to Field Office Directors 
on December 22, 2008, and again on January 2, 2009 as a reminder and to stress the importance of maintaining 
continuity of care during the transfer process. 

ICE recently reviewed all its detention standards, including the Detainee Transfer Standard, in the development 
of the current Performance Based National Detention Standards. Secretary Napolitano has asked Special 
Advisor Schriro to provide preliminary findings and recommendations to her, and Dr. Schriro will be 
submitting her preliminary findings and recommendations to Secretary Napolitano shortly. Dr. Schriro testified 
that she anticipated a report will be submitted to the Committee shortly thereafter. 


Question: Please provide for the record the ICE policy for treatment of individuals with mental health 
conditions, including any policies related to segregation of mental health patients from the rest of the detainee 
population. Does ICE consider segregation of these individuals to be consistent with its standards of care? 

ANSWER: Detainees with mental health conditions are treated according to established community standards 
of care and based on the evaluation and treatment recommendations of a mental healthcare professional. 

Patients with mental health problems are segregated only if segregation is required to protect the health and 
safety of the ill detainee and also to ensure the safety of the rest of the detainee population. Once the segregated 
detainee is found to be stable enough (not a danger to himself or others), the detainee is returned to the general 
detainee population. 

Please see the following policy documents attached: 

Chapter 15: Mental Health Policy 

- SOP 15.16: Medical Restrains, Therapeutic Seclusion and Emergency Psychotropic Medications 

- SOP 15.3.3 Mental Health Screening 

- Attachment B: Mental Health Level of Care 
Attachment C: Suicide Prevention Program 

Chapter 8: Medical Policy 

- 8.7: Health Evaluation of Detainees in Segregation. Pages 6-7. 

- 8.18: Short Stay Unit. Page 15. 

ICE will resort to segregation based on a medical evaluation in those cases in whieh the individual is at-risk of 
harming themselves or committing suicide. Please refer to JCE/DRO Detention Standard, Suicide prevention 
and Intervention, DIHS Mental Health Policy - Chapter 15 and D1HS Suicide Prevention Program, which are 
provided as Addendum #3. 
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Executive Summary 

This Report provides a comprehensive review and evaluation of the U.S, Immigration and 
Custom Enforcement (ICE) system of Immigration Detention. It relies on information gathered 
by Dr. Dora Schriro, most recently the Director of the Office of Detention Policy and Planning, 
during tours of 25 facilities, discussions with detainees and employees, meetings with over 1 00 
non-governmental organizations and federal, state, and local officials, and the review of data and 
reports from governmental agencies and human rights organizations. 

The findings are based on analyses of the ICE detainee population and arrest activities conducted 
specifically for this review. The Report describes the policy, human capital, informational, and 
management challenges associated with the rapid expansion of ICE’s detention capacity from 
fewer than 7,500 beds in 1995 to over 30,000 today, without the benefit of tools for population 
forecasting, management, on-site monitoring, and central procurement. 

The Report identifies important distinctions between the characteristics of the Immigration 
Detention population in ICE custody and the administrative purpose of their detention — which is 
to hold, process, and prepare individuals for removal — as compared to the punitive purpose of 
the Criminal Incarceration system. 

The Report underscores the opportunity for ICE, in coordination with stakeholders, to design and 
implement a detention system with policies, facilities, programs, and oversight mechanisms that 
align with the administrative purpose of Immigration Detention. 

The Report provides a seven part framework for meeting the challenge of developing a new 
system of Immigration Detention. It concludes with concrete recommendations for reform in 
each of the seven areas of focus. 

Core Findings 

> ICE operates the largest detention and supervised release program in the country. A total of 
378,582 aliens from 221 countries were in custody or supervised by ICE in FY 2008; 
activities in 2009 remain at a similar level. On September 1, 2009, ICE had 31,075 aliens in 
detention at more than 300 facilities throughout the United States and territories, with an 
additional 19,169 aliens in Alternative to Detention programs. 

r Of the aliens in detention on September 1, 66 percent were subject to mandatory detention 
and 51 percent were felons, of which, 1 1 percent had committed violent crimes. The majority 
of the population is characterized as low custody, or having a low propensity for violence. 

> With only a few exceptions, the facilities that ICE uses to detain aliens were built, and 
operate, as jails and prisons to confine pre-trial and sentenced felons. ICE relies primarily 
on correctional incarceration standards designed for pre-trial felons and on correctional 
principles of care, custody, and control. These standards impose more restrictions and 
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carry more costs than are necessary to effectively manage the majority of the detained 
population. 

> ICE is comprised primarily of law enforcement personnel with extensive expertise 
performing removal functions, but not in the design and delivery of detention facilities and 
community-based alternatives. 

> ICE utilizes a number of disparate strategies to detain aliens in its custody, supervise aliens 
on community supervision, and provide medical care to the detained population. 

Key Recommendations 

> ICE should establish a system of Immigration Detention with the requisite management tools 
and informational systems to detain and supervise aliens in a setting consistent with assessed 
risk. ICE should provide programs to the detained population commensurate with assessed 
need and create capacity within the organization to assess and improve detention operations. 

> In coordination with stakeholders, ICE should develop a new set of standards, assessments, 
and classification tools to inform care, custody restrictions, privileges, programs, and 
delivery of services consistent with risk level and medical care needs of the population. ICE 
should expand access to legal materials and counsel, visitation, and religious practice. ICE 
should also develop unique provisions for serving special populations such as women, 
families, and asylum seekers. 

> ICE should establish a well-managed medical care system, with comprehensive initial 
assessments to inform housing assignments and ongoing care management. ICE should 
establish clear standards of care for detainees and monitor conditions systematically. 

> ICE should provide federal oversight of key detention operations and track performance and 
outcomes. It should place expert federal officials on-site to oversee detention operations, to 
intercede as necessary, and to ensure that there are appropriate grievance and disciplinary 
processes. 


Next Steps 

Some recommendations can be actualized soon; others will require further analysis, including a 
comprehensive budget review. In order for ICE to achieve sustainable, organizational change, it 
must continue the progress of recent months. 
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Introduction 

Information for this report was gathered during tours of 25 immigration and Customs 
Enforcement (ICE) facilities; conversations with detainees and staff; meetings with over 100 
non-governmental organizations (NGOs); discussions with state and local elected officials, 
employees at the Department of Homeland Security and the Department of Justice, and members 
of Congress and their staff. The data was reviewed along with reports from a variety of 
organizations including the Government Accountability Office, Department of Homeland 
Security, the United Nations, the American Bar Association, and other NGOs. 


The Challenge and the Opportunity: A System of Immigration Detention 

For purposes of this report, the Criminal Incarceration system refers to the authority the 
government has to incarcerate an individual charged with, or convicted of, a criminal offense. 
Immigration Detention refers to the authority ICE has to detain aliens who may be subject to 
removal for violations of administrative immigration law.' 

As a matter of law, Immigration Detention is unlike Criminal Incarceration. Yet Immigration 
Detention and Criminal Incarceration detainees tend to be seen by the public as comparable, 
and both confined populations are typically managed in similar ways. 1 2 3 Each group is 
ordinarily detained in secure facilities with hardened perimeters in remote locations at 
considerable distances from counsel and/or their communities. With only a few exceptions, 
the facilities that ICE uses to detain aliens were originally built, and currently operate, as jails 
and prisons to confine pre-trial and sentenced felons. Their design, construction, staffing 
plans, and population management strategics are based largely upon the principles of 
command and control. Likewise, ICE adopted standards that are based upon corrections law 
and promulgated by correctional organizations to guide the operation ofjails and prisons. 
Establishing standards for Immigration Detention is our challenge and our opportunity. 


An Introduction to the Organization of the Report 

The Report begins with a description of the current ICE system of detention. It incorporates 
findings from analyses of populations, systems, and infrastructure. The Report then outlines a 
framework of reforms and recommendations based on seven components that ICE must address 
in order to design a successful system of Immigration Detention. These seven components, 


1 iCL does not have authority to detain aliens for criminal violations. That authority lies exclusively with the 

Department of Justice, subject to review of the federal courts. For instance, although many aliens who enter 
illegally have committed a misdemeanor criminal offense in violation of 8 U.S.C. 1325, ICE does not have authority 
to detain aliens for that criminal violation while criminal proceedings are pending. Instead, the Department of 
Justice holds that authority. Although ICE has no criminal detention authority, ICE has administrative authority 
pursuant to the Immigration and Nationality Act to detain aliens during the removal process. 

3 Immigration proceedings are civil proceedings and immigration detention is not punishment. Zadvydas v. Davis, 
533 U.S. 678, 609 (2001). Conditions of confinement in immigration detention may change based upon a detainee's 
criminal and immigration record. 
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summarized below, are Population Management, Alternatives to Detention, Detention 
Management, Programs Management, Medical Care, Special Populations, and Accountability, 

> Population Management encompasses the continuum and the conditions of control 
exercised by ICE over aliens in its custody from least to most restrictive, and the 
strategies by which aliens are managed pending removal or granting of relief from 
removal. Population Management consists of the policies and the processes that 
collectively create a system for administratively supervised and detained aliens. 

> Alternatives to Detention (ATD) are the community-based supervision strategies that 
make up a significant portion of less restrictive conditions of control, These alternatives 
relate closely to Population Management, but for the purposes of this report, ATD is 
presented as a distinct component. 

> Detention Management focuses on the core operating assumptions and regulations that 
affect the conditions of detention. 

> Programs Management addresses the design and delivery of programs provided to 
detainees: a law library allowing detainees access to legal information; indoor and 
outdoor recreation; family contact including visitation and communication by mail and 
phone; and religious activities. 

> Medical Care, including medical, mental health, and dental care, must be available to all 
detainees in ICE custody. Medical care is an important facet of Programs Management. 
However, for the purposes of this report, medical care is presented as a distinct 
component. 

> Special Papulations include families with minor children, females, the ill and infirm, 
asylum seekers, and vulnerable populations. Population. Detention, and Programs 
Management are modified to meet the detention requirements of Special Populations. 

> Accountability concerns the operating framework and process for decision-making by 
which ICE provides oversight, pursues improvement, and achieves transparency in the 
execution of each part of its plan. 

The Report concludes with significant, although not exhaustive, recommendations for reform in 
each of the seven areas of focus. Some recommendations can be actualized soon; others will 
require further analysis, including a comprehensive budget review. 

Overview 

A Description of the Program and the Population 

The Office of Detention and Removal Operations (DRO) is the largest program within 
Immigration and Customs Enforcement (ICE). DRO oversees the apprehension, supervision, and 
removal of inadmissible and deportable aliens. DRO has 24 field offices and 186 subfield 
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offices, as well as the Deport Center in Chicago, Illinois 3 , and participates in the Justice Prisoner 
and Alien Transportation System (JPATS) 4 in Kansas City, Kansas. The DRO’s operating budget 
for fiscal year (FY) 2009 is $2.6 billion and includes authorization to employ 8,379 fulltime 
employees, primarily deportation officers (DO) and immigration enforcement agents (IEA). 

ICE operates the largest detention system in the country. During FY 2008, ICE supervised a total 
of 378,582 aliens from 221 countries, with 58 percent from Mexico, 27 percent from Central 
American nations, and four percent from the Caribbean. ICE also operates the largest system of 
community supervision in the country. During calendar year (CY) 2008, more than 51,000 aliens 
were released from detention into the community via bond (29,000), order of recognizance 
(12,000), order of supervision (10,000), or parole (650). In FY 2009 to date, approximately 90 
percent of detainees are either from Mexico (62%), Central American nations (25%), or the 
Caribbean (3%). By the end ofFY 2009, ICE will have detained approximately 380,000 aliens. 

On average, an alien is detained 30 days. The length of detention however, varies appreciably 
between those pursuing voluntary removals and those seeking relief. As much as 25 percent of 
the detained population is released within one day of admission, 38 percent within a week, 71 
percent in less than a month, and 95 percent within four months. Less than one percent of all 
admissions, about 2,100 aliens, are detained for a year or more. 

As of September 1, 2009, ICE was detaining 31,075 aliens in more than 300 facilities throughout 
the United States and territories. Of this total, 66 percent are subject to mandatory detention and 
51 percent are felons, of which, 1 1 percent had committed UCR Part-1 violent crimes 5 . The most 
common crimes committed by criminal aliens are those involving dangerous drugs, traffic 
offenses, simple assault, and larceny. Nine percent of the detained population is female, of which 
33 percent are criminal aliens, including three percent who committed UCR Part- 1 crimes. As of 
September 1, 2009, ICE was also supervising 19,160 aliens in alternative to detention (ATD) 
programs. 

The majority of detention demand results from arrests in the San Antonio (9%), Houston (8%), 
Atlanta (7%), Miami (7%), Los Angles (6%), New Orleans (6%), New York (6%), and Phoenix 
(5%) field offices. The majority of ICE detention capacity is located in the San Antonio (14%), 
Phoenix (9%), Atlanta (8%), Houston (7%), Miami (6%), and New Orleans (6%) field offices 
areas. Although the majority of arrestees are placed in facilities in the field office where they are 
arrested, significant detention shortages exist in California and the Mid-Atlantic and Northeast 
states. When this occurs, arrestees are transferred to areas where there are surplus beds. 


4 The ICE Deport Center processes deportation dispositions resulting from the Bureau of Prison (BOP), the Indiana 
and Illinois Departments of Corrections, and jails in the Chicago metropolitan area. 

4 JPATS provides transportation services for the BOP, the U.S. Marshals Service (USMS), and ICE, 

5 The Uniform Crime Reports (UCR) contains official data on crime that is reponed to law enforcement agencies 
across the United States who then provide the data to the Federal Bureau of investigation (FBI). For reporting 
purposes, criminal offenses are divided into two major groups: Part I offenses (the more serious offenses) and Part II 
offenses, in Part I, the UCR is divided into two categories: violent and property crimes. Aggravated assault , forcible 
rape , murder , and robbery are classified as violent, while arson , burglary , larceny-theft , and motor vehicle theft are 
classified as property crimes. 
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T he following four maps illustrate the distribution of detention demand, detention capacity, and 
the variance between demand and capacity. 


Detention Demand 

FY 2009 Average Daily Population by Arrest Site Location 
Density Analysis 
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Detention Capacity' 

FY 2009 Average Daily Population by Detention Facility Location 
Spatial Density Analysis 



The majority of ICE detention capacity is located in the San Antonio (14%), Phoenix (9%), Atlanta (8%), Houston 
(7%), Miami (6%), and New Orleans (6%) field offices areas 


Detention Demand v. Capacity (National Perspective) 

Variance of FY 2009 Average Daily Population by Arrest Site Location and Detention Facility Location 
Spatial Density Analysis 



Although the majority of arrestees arc placed in facilities in the field office where they are arrested, significant 
detention shortages exist in California and the Mid-Atlantic and Northeast states 
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Detention Demand v Capacity (Regional Perspectives) 

Variance of FY 2009 Average Daily Population by Arrest Site Location and Detention Facility Location 



Distribution of regional detention demand, detention capacity, and the variance between demand and capacity 
locally 


A Description of Detention Facilities 

The ICE population encompasses all of the aliens under the authority of ICE including those 
aliens who are booked-in at field offices and subfield offices or other locations and then 
immediately released or removed, as well as those who are held temporarily in holding areas and 
staging locations or assigned to detention facilities where they may remain for one day or less to 
more than a year, 

ICE operates two types of temporary facilities: holding areas and staging locations. Both holding 
areas and staging locations are often co-located in field offices and subfield offices. ICE 
detention standards dictate that aliens may be held in a holding area for up to 12 hours and in a 
staging location up to 16 hours, These facilities do not provide sleeping quarters or shower 
facilities. Holding areas and staging locations represent three percent orthe average daily 
detained population and 84 percent of all book-ins. 

There are also two types of detention facilities: those designated to house aliens for fewer than 
72 hours and those designated to house aliens for more than 72 hours. Most facilities (93%) are 
approved by ICE for detention greater than 72 hours. On occasion, ICE places aliens in other 
facilities, usually BOP facilities and medical centers. The degree of difference between detention 
facilities and among holding areas and staging locations, as well as the time that a detainee 
actually remains at any location, varies. 
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ICE assigns aliens to over 300 detention facilities. In FY 2009, approximately 88% of the 
detainee population was held in 69 facilities. Approximately 50 percent of the detained 
population is held in 21 facilities. These include seven Service Processing Centers (SPC) owned 
by ICE and operated by the private sector; seven dedicated Contract Detention Facilities (CDF) 
owned and operated by the private sector; and seven dedicated county jail facilities, with which 
ICE maintains intergovernmental agency service agreements (IGSA) 6 . The medical care at these 
locations is provided by the Division of Immigration Health Services (DIHS). ICE requires that 
these facilities comply with its national detention standards. 


IGSA, SPC and CDF facilities in use during FY 2009 

As of July 25,2009 



Includes dedicated and non-dedicated IGSA facilities 


The other 50 percent of the population is detained primarily in non-dedicated or shared-use 
county jails through IGSA. These facilities, approximately 240 in number, also house county 
prisoners and sometimes, other inmates. Fewer than 50 of these jails detain on average 1 00 or 
more aliens daily. Many of these IGSA with county correctional systems pre-date ICE. They 
were negotiated on behalf of the U.S. Marshal Service prior to the inception of ICE and the terms 
of these agreements are out of date. The majority of agreements with IGSA facilities do not 
contain the national detention standards. However, an evaluation is conducted annually to 
ascertain the extent to which they comply. Congress included language in the FY 2009 
appropriations bill requiring ICE to discontinue use of any facility with less than satisfactory 
ratings for two consecutive years. 


The seven Service Processing Centers are El Paso SPC (El Paso TX), Krome (Miami FL), Port Isabel SPC (Los Fresnos TX), Batavia SPC 
(Buffalo NY); El Centro SPC (El Centro CA), Florence SPC (Florence AZ) and Aguadilia SPC (Agudilla PR). The seven Contract Detention 
Facilities are Pearsall S. Texas CDF (Pearsall TX), Northwest CDF (Tacoma WA), Houston CDF, Otay- Mesa CDF (San Diego CA), Broward 
Transitional CDF (Pompano Beach FL), Denver CDF (Aurora CO) and Elizabeth CDF (Elizabeth NJ). The seven dedicated IGSA facilities are 
Stewart Detention Center (Lumpkin GA), Eloy FCF (Eloy AZ), Willacy County DC (Raymondville TX), Mira Loma DC (Lancaster C'A), Otero 
County Processing Center (Chaparral NM), Jena/LaSalle Detention Facility (Jena LA) and Laredo Processing Center (Laredo TX). 
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Females are assigned to approximately 150 jails, with about half of the women in 18 locations. 
Currently, 38 families with minor children are detained in two family residential facilities (FRF); 
last month. Assistant Secretary Morton announced the conversion of one of the two FRF to a 
female-only facility. 

Approximately 1,400 non-criminal asylum seekers are detained daily. As is the case with female 
detainees, asylum seekers are dispersed to a number of locations, many of them an appreciable 
distance from the services and resources that they need. 

Detention Cost 

The cost to detain aliens varies appreciably between facilities, as do the terms and conditions of 
the contracts and IGSAs. At some locations, ICE pays for every bed, regardless of whether it is 
occupied. At other locations, the per diem is reduced when a certain occupancy level is achieved. 
The majority of contracts with private prison providers are short in duration (typically five 
years), whereas most IGSAs with county sheriffs have no expiration. 

The published per diem rate captures much but not all of the direct and indirect bed day cost that 
ICE incurs. On-site medical care provided by DIHS and offsite medical care approved by D1HS 
represents additional cost. Furthermore, transportation between detention facilities, the education 
provided detained minors, and facility rent and other services lead to even greater costs. The 
published per diem rate for ATD participation represents the contract cost only and does not 
include ICE personnel assigned to the ATD unit and fugitive operations activities and other 
expenditures. 


The Nexus between Policy and Population Growth 

ICE promotes public safety and national security by ensuring the departure of removable 
aliens from the United States. With an estimated 1 1.6 million immigrants unlawfully present 
in the United States today, 7 ICE focuses primarily on dangerous and repetitive criminal 
aliens. 

While aliens are apprehended by a variety of arresting entities, ICE is involved in the arrest 
of most deportable immigrants, as the majority of cases involve aliens encountered when 
they are in criminal custody. 


7 Estimates of the Unauthorized immigrant Population Residing in the United States: January 2008. DHS Office of 
Immigration Statistics 
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Aliens Apprehended by Arresting Authority 

FY2009 Average Daily Population (ADP) as of 6/30/2009 


Agency 

Entity 

FY 2009 Admissions 

FY 2009 ADP 

ICE 

Criminal Alien Program (CAP) 

178,605 (48%) 

15,269 (48%) 

ICE 

Office of State and Local Coordination (287g) 

44,692(12%) 

3,159(10%) 

ICE 

Office of Investigations 

21,969 ( 6%) 

2,213 ( 7%) 

ICE 

DRO, Other 

19,017 ( 5%) 

2,1 16 ( 7%) 

ICE 

Fugitive Operations 

16,395 ( 5%) 

2,009 ( 6%) 

CBP 

Office of Border Patrol 

70,976(19%) 

4,988(15%) 

CBP 

Office of Field Operations 

12,187 ( 3%) 

1,657 ( 5%) 

Other 

Other 

5,641 ( 2%) 

609 ( 2%) 

Total 

369,482 (100%) 

32,020(100%) 


Notes: 

FY 2009 Admissions art* pro-rated as of 6/30/2009 

Does not include BOP and Office of Refugee Resettlement (ORR) facilities 


The size of the detained alien population is a funclion of the number of admissions and 
removals or releases and the total number of days in detention. Over time, policies have 
changed, priorities have been refined and new strategies have been adopted, resulting in a 
greater number of unlawfully present aliens apprehended and detained. While the detained 
population has increased appreciably over time, the proportion of the arrested population 
who are criminal aliens has remained fairly constant. 


Initial Book-ins FY2007 to FY2009 to date 


Fiscal 

Year 

Non- 

Criminal 

Initial 

Book-ins 

% 

Criminal 

Initial 

Book-ins 

% 

Totals 

FY 2007 

183,106 

66% 

94,493 

34% 

277,599 

FY 2008 

238,766 

68% 

114,345 

32% 

353,1 1 1 

FY 2009 

243,900 

66% 

125,583 

34% 

369,483 


Notes: 

FY2009 Initial Book-ins is pro-rated as of 6/30/2009 

Does not include BOP, ORR or Mexican Interior Repatriation Program (MIRP) facilities 


Currently, 60 percent of aliens detained by ICE are encountered through the Criminal Alien 
Program (48%) and the 287(g) Program (12%). Although these programs are focused on 
criminal aliens, not all aliens encountered through these programs have criminal convictions. 
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Criminal Alien Program (CAP) 

FY2009 ADP as of 6/30/2009 


Fiscal Year 

Criminal 

Non 

Criminal 

Total 

Criminal 

Non 

Criminal 

Average Daily Population 

FY 2008 

7,652 

4,532 

12,184 

63% 

37% 

FY 2009 

9,079 

6,190 

1 5,269 

59% 

41% 

Initial Book-ins 

FY 2008 

69,808 

79,259 

149,067 

47% 

53% 

FY 2009 

77,500 

101,105 

178,605 

43% 

57% 


Notes: 

FY2009 Initial Book-ins is pro-rated as of 6/30/2009 

Does not include BOP, ORR or Mexican Interior Repatriation Program (MIRP) facilities 


Office of State and Local Coordination 287(g) Program 

FY2009 ADP as of 6/30/2009 


Fiscal Year 

Criminal 

Non 

Criminal 

Total 

Criminal 

Non 

Criminal 

Average Daily Population 

FY 2008 

1,021 

1,329 

2,349 

43% 

57% 

FY 2009 

1,490 

1,669 

3,159 

47% 

53% 

Initial Book-ins 

FY 2008 

10,545 

27,231 

37,776 

28% 

72% 

FY 2009 

15,533 

29,159 

44,692 

35% 

65% 


Notes: 

FY2009 Initial Book-ins is pro-rated as of 6/30/2009; Does not include BOP, ORR or MIRP facilities 


Another program targeted at criminal aliens, Secure Communities, has the potential to 
significantly expand criminal alien enforcement through interoperable technology that 
improves information exchange between law enforcement agencies and DHS. As evident in 
the above tables, many aliens released from jails do not have convictions at the time of their 
release. Since this new technology has the potential to identify large volumes of aliens with 
low level convictions or no convictions, 1CF. and its state and local partners expect to 
continue to enhance their efforts focusing on the more dangerous criminal aliens and those 
with repeat offenses. 

The Criminal Alien, State and Local 287(g), and Secure Communities programs impact 
admissions; in contrast, the docketing and dispositions of cases by the Executive Office of 
Immigration Review (EOIR) affects releases. EOIR is currently allocated 253 immigration 
judges. An additional 28 positions are expected in FY 2010. EOIR also receives funds to 
provide the Legal Orientation Program (LOP). The LOP provides general information about 
the kinds of legal relief available to detainees and is currently provided to newly admitted 
aliens at 50 detention facilities. Data indicates LOP participants move an average of 13 days 
more quickly through the immigration courts than detainees who do not have access to the 
program. 
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POPULATION MANAGEMENT 

Discussion of ICE Population Management 
Organization and Operations 

DRO has 24 field offices and 186 subfield offices. Each of the field offices is headed by a Field 
Office Director (FOD), who reports directly to the DRO Deputy Director through the Assistant 
Director for Field Operations. The FOD oversees the agency’s enforcement activities locally, 
including detention and Alternatives to Detention. The majority of staff within DRO at 
headquarters and in the field is focused on enforcement, not on detention. In August 2009, 
Assistant Secretary Morton established an Office of Detention Policy and Planning (ODPP) in 
the Office of the Assistant Secretary, creating the first office specifically dedicated to detention 
policy and planning. 

Distribution of Detention Responsibilities 

Ordinarily, the acquisition and renewal of detention beds, the assignment of detainees to 
facilities and ATD programs, and the transportation of detainees between facilities are 
accomplished centrally from headquarters and coordinated regionally in the field. ICE delegates 
these responsibilities directly to the field as collateral duties. It also delegates the operation of 
detention facilities to the private sector and county sheriffs departments. 

On-site monitoring and annual evaluations are also performed primarily by the private sector. 
ICE contracts with one vendor for on-site monitoring at 53 of the approximately 300 
detention facilities. It contracts with another vendor to conduct an annual assessment of 
compliance with detention standards at every facility currently in use. ICE also requests 
assessments of facilities that have not been recently occupied. The FY 2009 combined cost 
for oversight and system-wide assessments is $31,000,000. Where deficiencies are identified, 
the facility is required to submit an action plan and then remediate within a prescribed period 
of time. Action plans should be provided in a more timely fashion and should be monitored 
by ICE. 

In addition to monitoring contract compliance, ICE maintains a presence at every facility, 
primarily through a DO. Every detainee is assigned to a DO, whose duties include at least 
one face-to-face contact each week to discuss the alien’s status in the removal process. Site 
visits and case conferencing should occur regularly, and mechanisms are needed to ensure 
detainees who are transferred to another facility maintain contact with their assigned DO or 
are promptly reassigned to another DO. 8 Additionally, site visits and case conferencing 
should be consistently documented and routinely audited. Clear performance expectations 
should be issued, and additional staff training and supervision provided. It may also be 


8 When detainees are permanently transferred to another facility outside the area of responsibility of the sending 
office, the receiving office reassigns a DO to their case. The exceptions are for detainees transferred for the purposes 
of removal (staging of population for a charter or JPATS removal) and room and board cases (R&B). R&Bs are 
generally cases where all proceedings have been concluded but removal is not imminent or the issuance of travel 
documents are delayed. 
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beneficial to conduct a workload analysis to ensure staffing is adequate to ensure weekly 
contacts occur. 

DRO also assigns a Contract Officer Technical Representative (COTR) and an assistant field 
office director (AFOD), to key facilities. The COTR is a specialist in procurement and a 
generalist in detention operations. The AFOD, a field office administrator, is a specialist in 
enforcement who generally has less specialized experience in managing a detention facility. 
The AFOD and the COTR report to the FOD. DRO does not expressly require the FOD, the 
AFOD, or the COTR to routinely tour detention facilities. Likewise, documentation of tours 
is not systematic and training is not formalized. In August 2009, Assistant Secretary Morton 
announced the plan to hire full-time, on-site detention administrators for the first time. 

Assistant Secretary Morton also recently transitioned the Detention Facility Inspection Group 
(DFIG), which was responsible for auditing detention facilities and investigating for cause, to 
the Office of Detention Oversight (ODO) within the Office of the Assistant Secretary, Office 
of Professional Responsibility (OPR). DFIG was previously based in Washington D.C, while 
ODO will operate from three regional offices in Arizona, Texas and Washington D.C., 
thereby increasing access to the field with a goal of increasing inspections and lowering 
costs. 


Allocation of Oversight Activities by ICE and Others 


Type facility 

Percent of 
alien 

population 

detained 

On-site 
monitoring 
by vendor 

Annual 
evaluation 
by vendor 

On-site 

ICE 

COTR 

On-site 

ICE AFOD/ 
SDDO 

SPC 

11% 

7(11%) 

100% 

7(11%) 

6(11%) 

CDF 

16% 

6(15%) 

100% 

7(16%) 

7(16%) 

ICE-only 

IGSA 

25% 

7 (25%) 

100% 

5 (20%) 

7 (25%) 

Shared IGSA 

45% 

32 (26%) 

100% 

2 (5%) 

2 (5%) 

Other 

3% 

1 (0%) 

N.A. 

0(1%) 

1 (0%) 

Total 

100% 

52 

um 

N.A. 

23 (53%) 

23 (57%) 


A total of 52 facilities in which 77% of the total population is detained, is overseen by an on-site contract 
monitor, A total of 23 facilities in which 57% of the total population is detained, is overseen by an on-site 
contract monitor, an [CH COTR, and an ICE AFOD/SDDO. At the remaining facilities, in which the remaining 
23% of the population is detained, the immigration detainees arc monitored by the same staff that oversees the 
criminal population and no additional oversight is provided 


The oversight of the ATD contracts is provided by the Chief of the Alternatives to Detention 
Unit and the COTR. 

In addition to oversight and investigation provided by ICE, the DFIS Office of the inspector 
General (OIG) and the Office of Civil Rights and Civil Liberties (CRCL) receive complaints 
and investigate allegations, each within their domain. The OIG may elect to open a file or 
refer the matter to OPR. 
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Each of these strategies includes informal and formal notifications and written reports. The 
reliability, timeliness, distribution, and storage of the information, as well as the organizational 
response, however, are not uniform and can hinder oversight. An additional challenge is ensuring 
that the various assessments are complete, ratings are validated, and compliance and 
performance problems are identified and resolved. ICE’s challenge is also complicated by issues 
related to human capital, its information systems, detention standards, and other population 
management tools. These are all critical to creating and sustaining an effective detention system. 

Human Capital 

Today, DRO is comprised primarily of law enforcement personnel with extensive experience 
performing removal functions, but not necessarily in the design and delivery of detention 
facilities and community-based Alternatives to Detention. Limited in-house expertise on this 
subject matter makes it difficult to develop and evaluate Requests for Proposals and 
independently evaluate providers’ performance. Other personnel issues also affect DRO. A 
number of management positions at headquarters are filled with staff from the field on short- 
term assignments, impeding the development of in-house expertise and institutional 
knowledge. The relatively large number of vacancies, the result of turnover and new 
positions not yet filled, increases the work load for the current staff in headquarters and the 
field and thwarts recruitment and retention efforts. A concerted effort is underway to develop 
in-house expertise. The establishment of the Office of Detention Policy and Planning is a 
critical first step. 

Communication and Guidance to the Field 

Written guidance to the field is limited. A series of operational memoranda are the basis for 
policy direction. A number of these are modified in part by superseding memoranda, and 
others are revised verbally. ICE has yet to formally publish policy and procedure or technical 
manuals specific to detention. The field should have access to timely, clear and complete 
written guidance about its critical functions — such as determining an alien’s bond amount, 
eligibility for parole, or suitability for placement in an ATD program — so as to ensure 
effective staff performance and case processing. Furthermore, training materials and job 
performance expectations should be further developed. 

ICE relies primarily on correctional detention standards designed for pre-trial felons for field 
guidance. The national detention standards that the Immigration and Naturalization Service 
(INS) introduced in 2000 with input from NGOs. which were then updated by ICE in 2008, 
are based upon the American Correctional Association (ACA) jail detention standards for 
pre-trial felons. These standards currently apply to all federal detainees, Immigration 
Detention and Criminal Incarceration alike, carrying criminal incarceration policies and 
practices into the arena of immigration detention. These standards impose more restrictions 
and carry more costs than are necessary to effectively operate the facilities required for the 
majority of ICE’s Immigration Detention population. Accordingly, ICE needs to develop 
Immigration Detention standards consistent with the needs of its population. 
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Observations about the Execution of Population Management Activities 
Classification 

ICE classifies detainees as low, moderate, or high custody. The primary basis for 
classification is criminal history. The majority of the population is classified as low custody; 
the minority is classified as high custody. 

In general, the current system distinguishes between non-criminal aliens, non-violent 
criminal aliens, and violent criminal aliens. In practice, however, non-criminal aliens and 
non-violent criminal aliens are frequently housed together, as are non-violent criminal aliens 
and violent criminal aliens. Moreover, these disparate groups are often managed similarly. 

The present custody classification system needs to be refined to properly distinguish within 
categories of crimes for degree of seriousness and to ascertain propensity for violence. ICE 
should determine whether or not to maintain three custody levels or adopt two — lower and 
higher custody. It should also align the supervision assumptions for each classification level 
with the level of assessed risk, as well as provide written guidance and training for field 
personnel. 

ICE also needs a risk assessment instrument to implement a nationwide Alternatives to 
Detention program, in addition to a medical care classification system with a pre-assessment 
instrument. These two strategies are addressed later in this report. 

Systems for Reporting 

Comparable detention systems routinely rely on a number of basic reports, including a daily 
count sheet of all detainees in custody by facility, a roster of the population assigned to ATD 
supervision, a current list of all detention facilities with information about their operating and 
emergency capacities, the numbers of beds that are vacant and off-line for repair, and per 
diem pricing. Prior to bringing online the on-site detention managers, ICE needs to work 
toward developing these reports and publishing a daily list of individuals in its custody, their 
location, and those that are participating in ATD. ICE also needs to centralize and 
consolidate its records of contracts, service agreements, renewals, and vendors’ performance. 

Population Management Information 

ICE maintains a system of records, referred to as Enforce, which is comprised of three main 
modules: Enforce Alien Booking Module (EABM), Enforce Alien Removal Module (EARM), 
and the Enforce Alien Detention Module (F.ADM). 

EABM is used when an alien is encountered, otherwise known as an arrest or apprehension. 
Government officials use it at ports of entry, along the border, and within the United States to 
record an arrest, gather biographical and biometric data, and initiate processes and paperwork to 
begin administrative removal or immigration court proceedings against the alien. 

EARM is the case processing module used to record case actions and decisions some of which 
are collected chronologically. It is also used to record dispositions of immigration court hearings 
and other administrative decisions, and to track the removal of an alien or record court 
terminations or grants of relief such as asylum. 
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The EADM module tracks book-ins and book-outs from detention among and between facilities. 
It also contains information on the facilities themselves, and needs to be expanded to include 
fields to capture information about detainee misconduct, grievances, and medical care. A records 
module specific to Alternatives to Detention is currently being added. 

An anomaly of this system of records is that the majority of computer entry screens are at 
centralized sites such as major facilities, field offices, and sub offices, and not at the places of 
detention, particularly IGSA locations. This is especially significant to the EARM and EADM 
data bases, as the recording of the book-ins and book-outs frequently occurs after the actual 
events. Improvements to this system could better ensure the accuracy of the count as well as 
timeliness. 

Moving forward, ICE needs more data about its operations for planning and evaluation 
purposes. The IGSAs and private prison contracts in place today have few reporting 
requirements and DIHS collects some information about its on-site activities, but does not 
maintain any information about IGSA on-site activities. Instead, ICE relies primarily upon 
contract monitors and facility operators to report information about basic detention activities 
and looks to the ATD vendors to provide information about community supervision 
activities. ICE should explore ways to optimize its databases, and those of its sister agencies, 
to enhance the volume of data as well as the timeliness and quality of its data entry. ICE 
should also install additional terminals to enter data in real time. Data entry should be 
routinely audited for accuracy at headquarters and in the field. 


Population Management Recommendations 

> The ideal system should create the capacity to detain and to supervise aliens consistent 
with assessed risk. This system should also afford opportunity to deliver programs and 
provide for the health and well-being of the population. The size of the system must be 
manageable; the design of the facilities must support the delivery of care as well as 
custody and control; and the requirements of special detainee populations as well as the 
population as a whole must be met. Facility locations and bed capacity should be aligned 
with arrest activity and opportunities to utilize ATD. The facilities should be placed 
nearby consulates, pro bono counsel, EOIR services, asylum offices, and 24-hour 
emergency medical care. The system should be linked by transportation. The oversight 
and management of the detention system must be supported by ICE by focusing on 
detention as a distinct discipline. 

> ICE should develop and implement Immigration Detention standards and operating 
procedures that specifically reflect the legal requirements of the detained population. 
Immigration Detention should be implemented with a uniform policy, promulgated 
through standard procedure manuals and staff trainings. Any future ICE detention 
facilities should be designed and constructed consistent with these Immigration Detention 
standards and existing facilities should be staffed and operated to reflect these standards. 
Future requests for proposals and IGSA should incorporate operating assumptions that 
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are consistent with Immigration Detention standards. For optimal results, discussions 
leading to the development of Immigration Detention policy and its execution through the 
drafting of detention standards and operating procedures should reengage governmental 
and nongovernmental stakeholders and for-profit and non-profit providers. The 
discussions should focus on the underlying assumptions that inform operating decisions 
about movement, meal service, housing, dress, visitation, work, and worship, among 
other important daily activities. These operating assumptions should be incorporated as 
well in the facility design manual. 

> There should be additional attention given to the efficiency and the effectiveness of 
existing and new systems of detention. ICE should improve efficiency by centralizing 
certain functions such as bed acquisition and utilization, regionalizing coordination and 
implementation, and decentralizing detention oversight. ICE should improve 
effectiveness by routinely collecting and analyzing key performance indicators over time. 
ICE should create capacity within the organization to assess and improve detention 
operations and activities without the assistance of the private sector. ICE should 
discontinue contracts and IGSAs when the facility’s performance is unsatisfactory. 

> ICE should establish a system of data tracking and assessment to inform management 
decisions about detention policy. A five-year population forecast with expected rates of 
growth for violent aliens, other criminal and non-criminal aliens, females, families, and a 
corresponding bed plan should be prepared and updated annually. ICE should maintain a 
count sheet and a current roster of all aliens detained by ICE and their locations, both 
updated daily. The system should utilize validated custody and medical care instruments 
to individually assess aliens in detention and to collect information about the population 
as a whole to refine housing, staffing, medical care, and other program requirements. To 
maintain accurate detention records and to capture all cost incurred by the agency, ICE 
should enter all aliens into its data base immediately upon the transfer of custody to ICE. 
To maintain complete and accurate records, ICE should have access to secure terminals at 
facilities that detain aliens. 

> ICE should conduct a comprehensive analysis of detention costs, as well as the projected 
costs of this report’s recommendations. This study should evaluate the budget impact of 
all of the following: renegotiating contracts to include less-restrictive detention strategies 
for non-criminal and non-violent populations, as well as other detention standards that 
reflect the nature of immigration detention; providing medical care and earlier medical 
assessments and classifications; and releasing aliens from detention on Alternatives to 
Detention programs. This budget analysis should be updated and renewed regularly. 

> ICE should adopt informal and formal problem solving processes. This could include an 
office within ICE to receive and quickly respond to complaints and concerns about 
individual aliens and their detention and to develop processes to find and fix the 
underlying issues. 
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ALTERNATIVES TO DETENTION 
Observations about Alternatives to Detention 

Today, ICE operates three ATD programs. Two ATD programs. Intensive Supervision 
Appearance Program (ISAP) and Enhanced Supervision Reporting (ESR), are provided by 
vendors on contract with ICE. The third ATD program. Electronic Monitoring (EM), is operated 
by ICE, and about 250 ICE employees are assigned to the program. ISAP, which has a capacity 
for 6,000 aliens daily, is the most restrictive and costly of the three strategies using telephonic 
reporting, radio frequency, and global positioning tracking in addition to unannounced home 
visits, curfew checks, and employment verification. ESR, which has a capacity for 7,000 aliens 
daily, is less restrictive and less costly, featuring telephonic reporting, radio frequency, and 
global positioning tracking and unannounced home visits by contract staff. EM, which has a 
capacity for 5,000 aliens daily, is the least restrictive and costly, relying upon telephonic 
reporting, radio frequency, and/or global positioning tracking. 

Some observers have criticized what they see as overly restrictive conditions of supervision 
imposed by ICE on aliens who are released to the community on an ATD program. 

Aliens should be assigned conditions of supervision according to an assessment of the alien's 
flight risk and danger to the community. In practice, however, assignment to a program is 
determined in part by residency. ISAP and ESR are available to aliens who live within a 50 to 85 
mile radius of the 24 field offices. EM is offered to aliens who live in other locations to the 
extent that funds are available. 

In 2008, Congress directed ICE to develop a plan for the nationwide implementation of an ATD 
program. ICE recently awarded a contract to provide an ATD program that consolidates all of the 
supervision strategies into one program. When the plan is underway, it will replace current 
routines with practices that increase participation and successful completions. In order to 
implement a plan, ICE needs to develop a validated risk assessment instrument specifically 
calibrated for the U.S. alien population. The tool should assess initial and ongoing suitability for 
participation. As is the case with population management, ICE should ascertain each 
participating alien's need for supervision on the basis of factors such as the alien's propensity for 
violence, and approve a supervision strategy that fits the alien's profile. The risk assessment 
instrument can also be used to ascertain the program’s optimal pool of participants. 


Recommendations about Alternatives to Detention 

> ICE should develop a nationwide implementation plan for the ATD program plan this 
fall. The plan should include a risk-assessment instrument that will enable ICE to 
estimate the number of aliens that will be enrolled in a nationwide program and to 
determine whether additional funds are required for nationwide expansion. The plan 
should include publication of a technical manual and provision of additional, ongoing 
staff training. The design of the program should be based on a comprehensive review of 
existing innovative ATD programs and best practices. The average length of time an alien 
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spends in an ATD program should be monitored to ensure it is comparable to aliens who 
are detained, in order to maximize the number of successful completions and reduce 
overall spending. Finally, to further reduce absconding, fugitive apprehension strategies 
should be reviewed and revised. Employing an in-house subject matter expert can 
expedite implementation of the plan. 

> In 2007 ICE modified its parole guidelines in response to a request by organizations 
advocating for asylum seekers who had been found to have a credible fear of persecution 
or torture. Secretary Napolitano has requested a review of the agency’s parole policy and 
the review is underway. 

> It is likely that additional aliens who are statutorily eligible, but not otherwise qualified 
due to a lack of community ties, would qualify for ATD if not-for-profit and NGOs 
would sponsor them. ICE should seek community partners and pilot this effort. 


DETENTION MANGEMENT 
Observations about Detention Management 
Care, Custody and Control 

Detention Management speaks directly to the care, custody and control of the alien population. 

In turn, care, custody, and control constitute the conditions of detention. 

All but a few of the facilities that ICE uses to detain aliens were built as jails and prisons. A 
number of them are located in fairly remote areas and are not near public transportation. In some 
instances, ICE detainees are assigned to facilities where they are housed with pre-trial and 
sentenced inmates. The facilities to which ICE detainees are assigned vary in age and 
architecture. Quite a few do not have windows. A number consist of single and double celled 
units and others are dormitories of varying size. 

Movement is largely restricted and detainees spend the majority of time in their housing units. A 
recreation area is often adjacent to the housing unit and meals are served in the dayroom in quite 
a few locations, not in a separate dining hall. Access to recreation, religious services, the law 
library, and visitation can be improved. Segregation cells are often used for purposes other than 
discipline. For example, segregation cells are often used to detain special populations whose 
unique medical, mental health, and protective custody requirements cannot be accommodated in 
general population housing. Translation services should be more readily available in order to 
minimize staff reliance on other detainees for interpretation. 

The demeanor of the Immigration Detention population is distinct from the Criminal 
Incarceration population. The majority of the population is motivated by the desire for 
repatriation or relief, and exercise exceptional restraint. According to reports provided by 
contract monitors and submitted by the field, relatively few detainees file grievances, fights are 
infrequent, and assaults on staff are even rarer. 


21 



606 


Embargoed Until 1 pm on Tuesday, October 6, 2009 


Numerous changes could be made to improve the care and management of the detainee 
population. For example, individual complaints regarding the provision of medical care should 
be carefully considered and responded to in a prompl fashion, and the overall provision of 
medical care should be systematically managed to ensure appropriate remedies are implemented 
where necessary. When an alien is transferred to another facility, ICE should ensure seamless 
transfer of communication to a new DO. 

Detainee safety and security is a primary responsibility of ICE. It requires a well maintained 
physical space and comprehensive infectious disease containment practices. To ensure safety and 
security, ICE needs an improved system of record-keeping, with the creation of institutional 
detainee files that are continuously updated. ICE must correctly assess custody requirements and 
swiftly identify medical and mental health issues as they arise. The system must make better use 
of sound practices such as welfare checks, key and tool control, non-invasive searches, a viable 
suicide prevention program, and practices that comply with the Prisoner Rape Elimination Act. 
New ICE detention standards need to distinguish which detention practices are applicable under 
what circumstances. Benefits and restrictions should be related to the assessed level of risk. 

Detainee health and well-being is equally important. Nutritional meals and fresh foods, 
appropriate and clean clothes, adequate toiletries, access to outdoor recreation, a wellness 
program, and contact with counsel and community are all critical. Postage, phone cards, and 
other commissary items should be available. 

Finally, a credible grievance process, sustained in an environment that is free from intimidation 
and retaliation, is critical. 

Recommendations on Detention Management 

> At many locations, the DO is the government’s only representative. It is essential that a 
DO has contact with all of the aliens on his or her caseload as scheduled and that the 
contact includes a status report on the alien's removal or petition for relief. When an alien 
is transferred to another facility, ICE should ensure seamless transfer of communication 
to a new DO. Further, the DO should receive training to be able to assess the general 
well-being or demeanor of persons on their caseload. 

> ICE should require detention operators to incorporate direct supervision and unit 
management into their detention management. Direct supervision would place specially 
trained security officers in the housing units to improve communication and enhance 
observation, Unit management would assign the identification and resolution of 
problematic conditions of detention primarily to housing unit staff. Both detention 
management strategies promote timely problem-solving, 

> ICE should develop specialized caseloads of aliens including those who are chronically, 
medically, or mentally ill or have been detained a significant length of time to improve 
case management and expedite removal, release or relief. Where aliens have had final 
orders of removal and are not likely to be released, discharge and reentry planning should 
be completed by caseworkers and carried out in cooperation with nearby NGOs. 
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> ICE needs to ensure that the detainee grievance and disciplinary processes afford 
detainees full and fair consideration. ICE should be directly involved in grievance 
appeals and disciplinary findings that result in a loss of privileges or liberties. 

> ICE should adopt the fewest number of custody classifications necessary to operate safe 
and secure detention facilities. ICE should manage the population proportionately to the 
risk they present. 

> Detained aliens should have access to the housing unit dayroom, outdoor recreation, 
and to programs and support space in other parts of the detention facility consistent 
with their custody classification and comparable with other populations detained at 
that location. 

> ICE should also consider, in consultation with its stakeholders, normalizing the living 
environment for low-custody aliens. 

> ICE should affirm the conditions of detention that it seeks to provide for a Immigration 
Detention population and then assess each facility’s performance and physical condition 
to determine whether to continue to use the facility in its current capacity, modify its 
mission, or cancel the contract. 


PROGRAMS MANAGEMENT 
Observations about Programs Management 

Every detention facility is required to provide four programs services in addition to medical care. 
They are 1) Law Library and Other Activities affording Access to the Court; 2) Recreation; 3) 
Family Contact including Visitation and Communication by Mail and Telephone; and 4) 
Religious Activities and Observances. These requirements are not unique to ICE. Both jails and 
prisons are required by statute and case law to offer these services, but ensuring compliance at 
detention facilities presents an ongoing challenge. 

Law Library and Other Activities affording Access to the Court include attorney and consulate 
visits, phone calls and legal mail, the EOIR-funded legal orientation program (LOP), translation 
services, and hearings before an immigration judge when provided by law. The libraries vary 
appreciably in size and staff with many relying on detainee law clerks for their operation. Many 
of the jails used by ICE have non-contact visiting booths only and no room specifically designed 
for contact attorney visits. Attorneys report problems contacting their clients by mail and 
accessing them in the facility for pre-hearing consultations. They also report that their clients are 
transferred to locations prohibitively far away, and that they are not notified when their clients 
are moved. A number of facilities can improve counsel meeting rooms, such as by installing 
privacy shields which mute telephone conversations and protect the privacy of an attorney-client 
phone call. Detainees’ access to consulates and pro bono counsel can be improved by ensuring 
that phone numbers are readily provided to detainees and are accurate. 
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Recreation encompasses indoor, as well as outdoor, recreation. Outdoor recreation is distinctly 
different than outdoor exercise which is usually limited to a “run,” ordinarily without recreation 
equipment. Indoor recreation may include a gym in addition to the housing unit dayroom. Aliens 
assigned to protective custody and administrative and disciplinary segregation are often limited 
to outdoor exercise. 

Family visitation is often limited to noncontact visits of fairly short duration. With many 
facilities a considerable distance away, some families are unable to afford a facility visit. Phone 
calls are also expensive. Steps could be taken to improve a detainee’s ability to contact family 
members, such as making phone cards available and enhancing the family visitation meeting 
rooms. 

Jails, prisons, and ICE detention facilities are all subject to the Religious Land Use 
Institutionalized Persons Act (RLUIPA). RLUIPA affords institutionalized persons the 
opportunity to practice sincerely held beliefs. Non-denominational religious services are not 
always available. Proselytizing is infrequent but occurs. There are often fixed objects unique to a 
particular faith on display. Religious diets and religious objects are not always provided. Finally, 
religious dress and head coverings, and hair length and facial hair, are not always permitted 
consistent with custody classification. 


Recommendations for Programs Management 

> The Law Library should be sufficient in size and appropriately staffed to afford aliens 
daily access. Legal reference materials should be current and complete. There should be 
dedicated space for contact legal visits and opportunity for pre-hearing consultations. 
Legal mail should be delivered promptly to the alien, or returned immediately to the 
attorney. Detainees who are represented by counsel should not be transferred outside the 
area unless there are exigent health or safety reasons, and when this occurs, the attorney 
should be notified promptly. Privacy shields to mute telephone conversations and protect 
the privacy of an attorney-client phone call should be installed on all of the phones that 
detainees use. The telephone numbers for legal resources and consulates should be kept 
current. Finally, the Legal Orientation Program (LOP) should be expanded to all 
detention facilities. 

> Indoor and outdoor recreation should be available to the general and special populations 
consistent with risk and appropriate to each population. Access should be expanded to the 
greatest number of hours daily and no less than that afforded other populations. 

> Family visitation should be improved with expanded hours, appropriate space, affordable 
phone calls, and accessible mail service. 

> ICE should implement, at every facility, opportunities for aliens to practice their faith in a 
neutral environment where non-denominational religious services are available and 
proselytizing does not occur. Religious diets and religious objects and texts should also 
be provided. Finally, religious dress and head coverings, and the choice of hair length and 
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facial hair, should be permitted consistent with custody classification. Access to worship 
and study should be afforded. 

> A subject matter expert (SME) should oversee each of the four programs, develop policy 
and procedure, provide technical assistance, modify each program to meet the 
population’s cultural and language requirements, and audit for compliance. 


MEDICAL CARE 
Observations about Medical Care 

The delivery of detainee medical care is shared by the Division of Immigration Health Services 
(DIHS) 9 , sheriffs departments, and private prison providers. 

DIHS coordinates off-site medical care for 100 percent of the population and provides on-site 
medical care to about 50 percent of the total population, which is spread out among 2 1 detention 
facilities. The medical care services provided vary considerably by location, as does the staffing 
in the specialty areas. DIHS on-site provider staff is comprised predominately of contract 
employees, who face more relaxed professional credentialing procedures than regular employees. 
DIHS also staffs four ICE holding/staging locations. 

ICE does not have an electronic medical records system for all facilities or uniform paper 
reporting requirements and little reliable medical care information is available about the 
population as a whole. There is no medical classification system other than a limited use 
coding of healthy and unhealthy, and there is no mental health classification system. There is 
no policy on the maintenance, retention, and centralized storage of medical records; inslead, 
a new medical record is opened each time a detainee is transferred to another detention 
facility. After the detainee is transferred from the facility the file remains on site. While a 
medical summary should accompany detainees upon their transfer, it does not routinely 
occur. 

The cost to provide medical care should also be established and updated annually. 

The assessment, treatment, and management of pandemic and contagious diseases is inconsistent 
across DIHS-staffed and non-dedicated IGSA facilities. Improvements should be made to ensure 
that all facilities are capable of managing large scale outbreaks. 

The current mental health intake assessment is quite brief and does not lend itself to early 
identification and intervention. This is limited primarily to an overview of the detainee 
handbook. Routine assessments should be made of aliens who remain detained or who exhibit 
symptoms of distress. Staffing varies at DIHS facilities and is frequently quite limited at IGSA 
locations. The number of aliens identified as having DSM diagnoses and prescription practices 


9 DIHS, a unit within Public Health Services (PUS) at the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services (DHHS), 
is detailed to ICE by means of a memorandum of understanding. 
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differ appreciably. Few beds are available for in-house psychiatric care for the mentally ill. 
Aliens with mental illness are often assigned to segregation, as are aliens on suicide watch. 

Steps can be taken to ensure that detainees with other special needs, such as chronic medical 
conditions, convalescent care, and infirmities associated with aging, have their needs met 
effectively. For example, facilities should provide step down beds and more ADA accessible 
facilities should be available to house detainees with special needs. Specialists to diagnose and 
treat each of these populations, specialized case management, and prescription reviews are all 
indicated. 

A comprehensive review upon arrival at the detention facility and preventive clinical services 
would help to identify aliens at risk and provide needed stabilization. Aliens with mental illness 
would benefit from improved staffing, appropriate housing, access to step down services, and 
specialized case management. 

Within the last month, ODPP hired a medical care systems administrator and Assistant 
Secretary Morton announced that ICE will recruit a Medical Director and establish a medical 
care advisory group. ICE recently issued a policy on the notification of detainee deaths in 
ICE custody. 


Recommendations for Medical Care 

> There should be one integrated medical care system. ICE should adopt a coordinated 
approach to assessing and managing medical care across the agency including a system 
of medical care records for all detainees. This would help establish the cost to provide 
medical care to inform future budget requests. ICE needs to consider whether 1GSA 
facilities, each with its own medical care provider, can participate in a unified system. 

ICE may benefit from forming an office designated to assume accountability and 
authority for the integrated delivery of medical service system-wide. 

> The ICE infection control program should feature a comprehensive TB control program; 
structure a surveillance system; mandate education for staff; and offer continuing medical 
education to medical care providers. 

> ICE should develop and implement a system for a preliminary medical and mental health 
screening and the medical and mental health classification for detainees. The preliminary 
screening would be designed for use by lay personnel when the alien is transferred to the 
custody of ICE. It would be used to inform alien assignments to a detention facility 
consistent with medical need. The medical and mental health classification would be 
completed by appropriately credentialed medical care personnel at the detention facilities 
to which aliens are assigned and would not be delegated to contract employees. Aliens 
identified as having elevated medical and mental health requirements should be assigned 
to appropriately staffed and equipped detention facilities. 
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SPECIAL POPULATIONS 
Observations on Special Populations 

Special Populations cut across Population Management, Detention Management, and Programs 
Management to tailor each of these three components to meet the unique needs of families with 
minor children, females, the ill and infirm, asylum seekers, and other vulnerable populations. 

Families with minor children are assigned to family residential facilities (FRF), where the 
conditions of detention are normalized to the extent possible. Parents oversee their children. A 
parent of either sex may room with minor children up to the age of six. A parent may room with 
minor children of the same sex up to the age of 1 8. The children attend school on-site and have 
limited access to community resources. Currently ICE operates one FRF, the Berks FRF. 

Detained women are impacted in part due to their relatively small number. They make up nine 
percent of the detained population and are assigned to approximately 150 detention facilities 
across the country where they are often one of very few immigration Detention females. As a 
result, they are not likely to have comparable or gender appropriate access. Many facilities 
employ men primarily and assign female detainees to open bay housing where there is little 
privacy. 

As noted above, ICE assigns aliens to detention facilities prior to completing the medical 
screening. Thus it relies on the facility provider to determine whether the alien has been 
appropriately placed. As a result, the chronically ill, the medically ill, the mentally ill, the 
elderly, and the handicapped are not always in facilities where the staffing, proximity to 
emergency medical care, and physical space are most conducive to their conditions. When the 
facility elects to keep and not transfer the detainee, the alien is often reassigned within the 
facility to segregation for enhanced supervision, a location that is not conducive to recovery. 

There are approximately 1,400 non-criminal asylum seekers detained daily. As is the case with 
female detainees, asylum seekers are dispersed to a number of locations, some of which are an 
appreciable distance from the services and resources that they need. Consolidating non-criminal 
asylum seekers into one or several facilities close to systems of support should be considered. 
Medical care and other programs services should be provided consistent with the identified needs 
of these detainees. 


Recommendations for Special Populations 

> The female population should be consolidated in facilities close to population centers 
proximate to their arrest location and near pro bono counsel. The conditions of detention 
should be modified to meet their special requirements for safety and well-being. The T. 
Don Hutto facility, rededicated as an all female facility, now enables ICE to minimize its 
assignment of small numbers of females to a large number of IGSA facilities in remote 
locations. It also enables ICE to implement gender specific recommendations and assess 
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their effects before implementing gender specific recommendations as part of a national 
plan. 

> Female staff should be assigned to supervise the female population or, male staff should 
be required to knock and announce prior to entering female detainee housing units and 
holding cells. 

> NGOs and non-profit agencies should be invited to assist eligible individuals in special 
populations, as well as the general population, to establish community ties and develop 
viable release plans to qualify for placement in ATD programs, and then to maintain 
compliance with their conditions of ATD supervision. 

> The utilization of segregation cells for medical isolation or observation should be 
discontinued immediately. 


ACCOUNTABILITY 
Observations on Accountability 

Accountability is the keystone to detention reform. Accountability encompasses government 
oversight, transparency, and a commitment to continuous improvement. ICE strives toward 
increased accountability through the development of detention standards specific for immigration 
detainees, the introduction of newly established on-site ICE detention experts, the development 
of the ODO, and consideration of a detainee locator system. 


Recommendations for Accountability 

> ICE should review and revise the Performance Based National Detention Standards to 
reflect the requirements and other needs that are unique to the population of immigrant 
detainees. The new standards should be reassessed periodically. 

> ICE should continue to establish additional on-site detention administrator positions to 
provide government oversight at IGSA locations, and assign a SME with the requisite 
education and experience to coordinate, train, and assess this endeavor. The identification 
of facilities to be included in this expansion should take into account the size of ICE 
population, operating difficulties, and proximity to other IGSA locations. 

> ICE should continue to establish additional ODO teams to expand government oversight 
to IGSA locations. Each interdisciplinary team should conduct routine and random 
inspections and investigate for cause. The identification of facilities to be included in this 
expansion should consider the size of ICE population, operating difficulties, and 
proximity to other IGSA locations, ICE should also determine how many facilities each 
team will be assigned. 
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> ICE should consider how to allocate and integrate the work performed by the on-site 
detention administrators and ODO teams with that of the existing contract monitors and 
the contractor performing annual evaluations in order to optimize coverage and maintain 
optimal conditions of detention at all locations. Private sector participation in oversight, a 
core governmental responsibility, should be reviewed and modified, particularly where 
there is duplication of effort. Ultimately, ICE should establish and maintain a presence at 
each facility in which its population is placed. 

> ICE should formulate a plan to optimize the presence of other ICE staff, particularly 
deportation officers, who are currently assigned to detention facilities and then implement 
its plan. 

> ICE should publish key performance indicators on the ICE website quarterly. 

> ICE should create and maintain a current detainee locator system on the ICE website. 
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Appendix 
Facility Tours 

Atlantic City Detention Center 

Berks Family Residential Facility 

Buffalo Detention Facility 

Chicago Deport Center 

Chicago Staging Facility 

El Centro Service Processing Center 

Elizabeth Service Processing Center 

Eloy Detention Center 

Florence Service Processing Center 

Justice Prisoner and Alien Transportation System 

Maricopa County Jail 

McFIenry County Jail 

Migrant Operations Center (GITMO) 

Mira Loma Detention Facility 
Northwest Detention Center 
Otay Detention Facility 
Port Isabel Service Processing Center 
San Diego Staging (B- 1 8) 

San Pedro Service Processing Center 
South Louisiana Detention Center 
Springfield MO BOP Medical Facility 
Stewart Detention Center 
T. Don Hutto Family Residential Facility 
Varick Street Detention Center 
Willacy County Detention Center 
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NGO and Other Stakeholders 

Adult Faith Formation for Catholic Social Teaching and Family Life, Seattle Archdiocese 
American Bar Association, Commission on Immigration (ABA) 

American Civil Liberties Union (ACLU) 

American Corrections Association (ACA) 

American Gateways 

American Immigration Lawyers Association (A1LA) 

American of State Correctional Administration (ASCA) 

American-Arab Anti Discrimination Committee 
Amnesty International USA (AIUSA) 

Anti-Defamation League (ADL) 

Arab American Institute 

Arab Community Center for Economic and Social Services (Michigan) 

Asian American Justice Center 

Asylum Law 

Breakthrough 

Bill of Rights Defense Committee (Massachusetts) 

Brooklyn Law School 

Border Research, Southwest Institute for Research on Women, Bacon Immigration Law & Policy 
Program 

Breakthrough (New York) 

Capital Area Immigrants' Rights 
Carnegie Corporation of New York 
Cardozo University School of Law 
Catholic Legal Immigration Network (CLINIC) 

Center for American Progress 
Center for National Security Studies 
Central American Legal Assistance 
Chicago Bar Foundation (CBF) 

Citizenship Counts 
City Bar Justice Center 

Civil Rights Bureau NYS Attorney General's Office 

Clinical Associate Professor of Law 

Coalition for Humane Immigrant Rights of Los Angeles 

Columbia University School of Law 

Defending Immigrants (Seattle) 

Detention and Asylum Program, Women’s Refugee Commission 

Detention Watch Network 

Faith & Action for Strength Together (FAST) 

Florence Immigrant and Refugee Rights Project 
Florida Immigrant Advocacy Center (FIAC) 
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Four Freedoms Fund 

Flebrew Immigrant Aid Society (HIAS) 

Highland Park Reform Church 
Human Rights First (HRF> 

Fluman Rights Watch (HRW) 

Illinois Coalition for Immigrant and Refugee Rights 

Immigrant Defense Project 

Immigration Advocates Network 

Immigration Clinic (University of Texas School of Law) 

Immigration Equality 

Immigration Project of the Legal Assistance Foundation of Metropolitan Chicago (LAF) 

Inter- American Commission on Human Rights 

James E, Rogers College of Law, University of Arizona 

Justice Sector Reform, Human Rights, Peace and Social Justice Program 

Kids in Need of Defense (KIND) 

Leadership Conference on Civil Rights & the Leadership Conference on Civil Rights Education Fund 

Legal Aid of Western Missouri 

Legal Aid Society, Immigration Law Unit 

Legal Momentum Immigrant Women Program 

Lutheran Immigrant and Refugee Services (LIRS) 

Migration Policy Institute 

Muslim Public Affairs Council 

National Asian Pacific American Women’s Forum 

National Coalition for Immigrant Women's Rights 

National Council of La Raza 

National Immigrant Justice Center (NUC) 

National Immigrant Project of the National Lawyers Guild (Family Petitioner) 

National Immigration Forum 

National Immigration Law Center 

National Latina Institute for Reproductive Health 

New Jersey Immigration Policy Network 

New Orleans Workers’ Center for Racial Justice Counsel 

New York County District Attorney's Office 

New York Immigration Coalition 

New York University/Bellevue Hospital Center for Survivors ofTorture 

New York University School of Law 

Northwest Immigrant Rights Project 

One America, Seattle 

One America, Washington 

New Orleans Workers' Center for Racial Justice 

Open Society Policy Center 
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Organization of American States 

Penn Law University of Pennsylvania 

Penn State University Dickinson School of Law 

Pew Hispanic Center 

ProBAR 

Probono 

Rights Working Group 

Seattle Archdiocese 

Seattle University School of Law 

Second Circuit Court of Appeals 

South Asian Americans Leading Together (Maryland) 

Southwest Institute for Research on Women, University of Arizona 

Special Opportunities Fund at Carnegie Corp of New York 

Tennessee Immigrant and Refugee Rights Coalition 

Texas Rio Grande Legal Aide 

The Ford Foundation 

The Moss Group, Inc. 

Unbound Philanthropy 

United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees 
United States Conference of Catholic Bishops (USCCB) 

United States Commission on International Religious Freedom (USCIRF) 
United States Democracy 

United States Justice Fund at the Open Society Institute 
University of Texas School of Law 
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Congressional Contacts and Other Elective Officials and Staff 

Congressional Asian Pacific American Caucus 

Congressional Hispanic Caucus 

Congressional Progressive Caucus 

Health, Education, Labor and Pensions (HELP) Committee 

House Democratic Caucus State of Washington 

House Homeland Security Committee 

House Judiciary Committee 

House Majority Whip State of Washington 

House of Representatives Committee on the Judiciary 

House Subcommittee on immigration, Citizenship, Refugees, Border Security, and International Law 
Membership 

Llouse of Representative, State of Washington delegation 
Permanent Representative of the United States Mission 
Representative Carter 
Representative Robles-Allard 
Senate Drug Caucus 

Senate Homeland Security and Governmental Affairs Committee 
Senate Judiciary Committee 

Senate Subcommittee on Immigration, Citizenship, Refugees, Border Security, and International Law 

Membership 

Senator Feinstein staff 

State of Washington Governor 

State of Washington Governor’s Office of Executive Policy 
State of Washington House of Representatives delegation 
Subcommittee on Homeland Security Committee on Appropriations 
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Disclaimer 

This document reflects the opinions and observations of the Special Advisor on ICE Detention 
and Removal. This document is not intended to, does not, and may not be relied upon to create 
any rights, substantive or procedural, enforceable at law by any party in any matter civil or 
criminal. The release of this document in no way limits the otherwise lawful enforcement or 
litigative prerogatives of DHS or ICE. 


About the Author 


Dora Schriro is one of the foremost experts on correctional policies in the country , and served 
first as Secretary Janet Napolitano’s Special Advisor on ICE Detention & Removal, then as 
Director of the ICE Office of Detention Policy and Planning. She has received prestigious 
awards from both Harvard University and the National Governors Association for her immensely 
successful recidivism reduction policies as the Director of the Arizona Department of 
Corrections for six years. She also served as the Director of the Missouri Department of 
Corrections for eight years. 
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MENTAL HEALTH 
Chapter IS 


15.1. Definition. In the DIHS medical program, the term “mental health provider” will apply to a 
psychiatrist, psychologist or licensed clinical social worker. 

15. 2. Referral Sources. Mental health referrals are made to the Clinical Director (CD) or designee and 
mental health provider through several sources: intake screening, sick call, Immigration and Customs 
Enforcement (ICE)/security staff and other providers. 

15. 3. Mental Health Screening. Mental health screenings are documented on several forms: DIHS-794, 
DIHS-795, DIHS-843 (see SOP 15.3.3) and DIHS-841. If at any time during the screening process there 
is an indication of, or request for, mental health services, the Clinical Director or designee must be 
notified within 24 hours to assess whether a full mental health evaluation is indicated. Any abnormal 
findings on any mental health screening must be noted in SOAP format on the SF-600. 

15.3.1. Completing DIHS Form 794. The form has two questions related to mental health: “Are 
you afraid you might lose your mind or go crazy?” and “Are you afraid you might hurt yourself or 
others?” A “YES” response is referred to the CD or designee immediately and SOAP entry is 
made on the SF-600. 

15.3.2 Completing DIHS Form 795. Under the heading “History of Present Illness” there are 
two mental health questions regarding mental health history with self and family. If any of the two 
mental health questions have a “YES” answer, the chart will be flagged for review by the CD or 
designee no later than the next business day. A SOAP entry is made on the SF-600. 

15.3.3 Completing DIHS Form 843. The form (front and back page) shall be completed by 
medical personnel utilizing translation services if necessary. 

Front Page: The Mental Health Screening Form (DIHS 843) shall be completed for all 
detainees housed in an ICE Service Processing Center (SPC), contract detention facility or jail 
for more than 24 hours. This form is to be completed during the intake screening process by 
medical personnel (MD/DO, NP/PA, RN, LPN/LVN). ( SOP 1 5.3.3) 

Back Page: This section is completed by the provider at the time the history and physical is 
done. Any indication of mental illness will be reviewed by the clinical director or designee 
within 24 hours (SOP 15.3.3). 

15.3.4 Completing DIHS Form 841 Detainee Medical Status. If there are current signs and 
symptoms of mental illness as identified in any of the previous forms, the Mental Health 
Screening section should be circled, indicating abnormal. Under the comments section a note 
should be made regarding the nature of the findings, and reflected in SF-600, 


15. 4. Health Services Request (Sick Call). Each facility shall have a mechanism that provides the 
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detainee with an opportunity to request mental health care services. The primary process by which 
detainees request mental health services is through sick call. Sick Call will be offered during regular 
working hours Monday through Friday except federal holidays. For weekends and holidays, detainee 
requests for mental health services are assessed daily by the designated medical provider, who determines 
if the request qualifies as an emergency. All mental health emergencies are immediately addressed by the 
Clinical Director or designee. If the request is not determined to be an emergency, it will be reviewed by 
the mental health provider no later than the next business day. Appropriate follow up appointment will be 
scheduled by a mental health provider within 72 hours and the patient will be seen within 14 days. 

15. 4. 1. Mechanisms of Health Services Request. Requests for mental health care services 
(sick call) may be through the use of a standard sick call form, a verbal request to a medical 
provider, or by presenting at sick call triage in those facilities that perform this service in the 
housing units. Local operating procedures will define how each facility administers requests for 
health services and how privacy and confidentiality are maintained. 

15. 4. 2. Documentation. Each medical facility will maintain a permanent record of sick call 
requests. The detainee name, alien number, date of request, chief complaint and date of service 
are to be included in the record. This sick call record will have a paper record maintained in a 
loose-leaf binder and stored at the facility indefinitely. Documentation of health care provided 
in response to a detainee's request will be recorded in the progress note in the health record. 
Documentation must clearly indicate the visit was a result of a sick call request. This shall be 
accomplished by utilizing a rubber stamp indicating "SICK CALL" on the health record. Entries 
need to include the date and military time the detainee was seen. 

15. 5. ICE/Security Staff. Referrals for mental health services from ICE and or security staff will be 
triaged by the Clinical Director or designee. If the request is verbal, a note will be made on the SF-600 
noting complaint, assessment and disposition in SOAP format. 

15. 6. DIHS Provider Referral. Referrals for mental health services from DIHS providers will be made 
using DIHS form 812-1 or in SOAP note format on an SF-600. 

15.7. Mental Health Triage. Any time there is an indication of, or request for, mental health services, 
the Clinical Director or designee must be notified within 24 hours to assess whether a full mental health 
evaluation is indicated. If indicated the clinical director will refer the detainee for a full mental health 
evaluation and indicate the priority of care as either: Urgent, Today or Routine. 

15.7.1 Urgent -Crisis Management. If a patient appears to be a danger to self or others, or has a 
thought disorder that is so disorganizing he or she are not able to take care of themselves and are 
in need of close supervision, they are considered to be in crisis. The Clinical Director or medical 
designee must evaluate the risk of suicidal or violent behavior using the appropriate screening tool 
(BSS or HELPER). If the patient is found to have harmed themselves or is at imminent risk of 
harming self, reference Attachment C (Suicide Prevention Program) for more detailed 
information. If the patient is found to be at imminent risk of violent behavior, the Clinical Director 
or medical designee may make the decision to utilize medical restraints on the detainee, if other 
less restrictive interventions fail. The use of any restraints, physical or chemical, must follow 
guidelines by the National Commission on Correctional Health Care guidelines and the Joint 
Commission (Refer to SOP 15.16). Arrangements should be made to transfer the patient to an 
acute care facility if the patient is at high risk to harm self or others or has a severe thought 
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disorder so disorganizing they are not able to take care of themselves and are in need of close 
supervision. This placement is to happen immediately. For facilities with a staff psychiatrist and a 
short stay unit, the acute patient may be managed in the unit depending on facility resources. 

While in crisis the detainee may not be housed in general population. 

15.7.2. Today - Management of Symptomatic Mental Health Patients. A detainee presenting 
symptoms consistent with a mental problem, regardless of prior history of a mental health 
condition, should be seen by a mental health provider or physician no iater than the next business 
day. Any detainee in need of antipsychotic medications must be seen by a psychiatrist or the 
Clinical Director/designee within 72 hours. For detainees who fall under this category the Clinical 
Director will determine housing. 

15.7.3 Routine - Management of Asymptomatic Mental Health Patients. A detainee presenting 
at intake screening with a prior history of a mental health condition and is stable on medication, 
should be scheduled to see a mental health provider and physician within 14 days. The physician 
will continue administration and prescribing medications until the detainee is evaluated by the 
psychiatrist. If a physician is unavailable an NP/PA may continue medications until a physician 
can see the detainee. The physician should see the detainee the next regular working day to ensure 
continuity of care. A detainee that is stable and on medication may be housed in general 
population. 

15.8. Mental Health Evaluations. There are several categories of mental health evaluations; they are: 

15.8.1 Initial Mental Health Evaluations and Determination of Medical Capacity 
Evaluations. These evaluations are done by all DIHS mental health providers. The format 
prescribed by Attachment A will be used for both evaluations. The determination of medical 
capacity is utilized to obtain information on the detainee’s mental status in order to make medical 
decisions. The medical capacity evaluation does not impact nor is considered part of a litigious 
process. 

15.8.2 Forensic Mental Health Evaluations. Forensic mental health evaluations are requested by 
the immigration court system for use in proceedings to adjudicate the immigration status of a 
detainee. Any psychological or psychiatric evaluation requested by the immigration court which 
will be utilized to assist the court in addressing the immigration status of a detainee will be 
considered a forensic evaluation. Detainees requiring a forensic mental health evaluation shall be 
referred a psychologist or psychiatrist in the community who is not involved in a therapeutic 
relationship with the detainee so as to avoid a conflict of interest. (See Attachment A). 

15.8.3 241.14(f) POCR Evaluations. POCR evaluations are requested by the DIHS on behalf of 
ICE for the purpose of determining if an alien meets the criteria for continued detention under 
immigration regulation 8 C.F.R. 241.14(f) The specific finding that are required are: 

(i) The alien has previously committed one or more crimes of violence as defined in 18 U.S.C. 16; 

(ii) Due to a mental condition or personality disorder and behavior associated with that condition 
or disorder, the alien is likely to engage in acts of violence in the future; and 

( in ) No conditions of release can reasonably be expected to ensure the safety of the public. 

These evaluations may be done by a DIHS or non-DIHS psychiatrist but must be done according 
to the prescribed format. (Refer to Attachment E). 
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15.8.4 Detention Suicide Assessment Tool (Beck Suicide Scale). This tool is used by non mental 
health providers to assess risk of suicide. If risk is determined, the detainee is placed on one to one 
suicide observation and referral to the mental health provider is made (Refer to SOP 15.8.4). 

15.8.5 H.E.L.P.E.R. Screening Tool. This tool is used by mental health providers to assess the 
risk for suicide. All elements of the evaluation will be documented in the SF 600. 

15.9 Continuity of Mental Health Care. Scheduled follow-up visits with the mental health provider 
should be based on the detainee’s mental status, response to medications, progress with psychotherapy, 
and/or need for changes in the treatment plan. Treatment plans that do not involve medications do not 
require follow-up with a psychiatrist. If the treatment plan requires addition or changes in medications, 
the change must be made by a psychiatrist. The detainee will be seen by the Physician or NP/PA for 
management and medication renewal no less than every 30 days. If the follow-up is performed by a 
mental health provider, the Clinical Director will renew the medication. If a detainee is undergoing 
mental health care in a facility that does not have an on-site mental health care provider and where the 
follow-ups are being performed by the physician or NP/PA, then the detainee must be seen by a 
psychiatrist at least every 90 days. The Clinical Director will review the detainee’s medical record every 
30 days. 


15.10 Short Stay Unit (SSU). DIHS has established short-stay units (SSUs) in selected Service 
Processing Centers (SPCs) as areas available to provide continuous medical and mental health care to 
detainees who require bed rest, restriction of activity and movement, supervised therapy, or continued 
surveillance. Depending on the particular SSU, these areas can accommodate three or more detainees for 
a period of 24 hours or more. SSUs are operated for the purpose of providing skilled nursing care for 
persons who are not in need of hospitalization. These areas have been divided into two to three levels 
depending upon the criteria for admission, which are also defined by the availability of medical and fiscal 
resources. (SOP 8.18 and Attachment B). All detainees will have follow up appointments no later than 72 
hours after discharge from the SSU. 

15.11 Referrals to Off-Site Consultants. Detainees Requiring Mental Health Services that cannot be 
provided by the mental health provider are referred to off site consultants (See SOP 8.9). 

15. 12 Hospitalization. Detainees presenting with symptoms of such severity that they cannot be treated 
at the SPC will be hospitalized by the CD or designee (See SOPs 15.1 1, 8.9 and 8.9.1). The CD will be 
notified of the patient’s release from hospitalization and will determine appropriate housing, The detainee 
will be seen no later than the next working day by the CD or designee. Housing will be determined by the 
CD or designee. All involuntary hospitalizations will adhere to the state law in which the SPC is located. 

15.12.1. Long Term Mental Health Facilities. Detainees who have been housed in an off-site 
health care facility for more than 10 days will be evaluated (on day 10) for transfer to a long term 
care facility. When it is determined by the CD or the MCC that a detainee requires medical or 
mental health care for an extended period of time, the detainee will be referred to a long-term 
network facility (See SOP 8.9.2 and Attachment B). 

15.13 Medications. All patients on psychotropic medications, controlled substances, and other 
designated categories of medications must be placed on pill line (SOP 1 1.9.6. 1). 
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15.13.1 Informed Consent for Medications. Informed consent must be obtained from the 
detainee before any medications are administered for mental health treatment. The purpose of the 
consent is to ensure the detainee is told the name of the medication, its prescribed dose and 
schedule, what it is for, and the possible effects. A consent must be obtained for each 
classification of medication utilizing the appropriate DIHS 844 consent form or a form from a 
community provider. 

15.14. Suicide Risk Evaluation and Prevention. Detainees may be identified as being at risk for 
suicide through the initial screening process, daily observation, self-referral or by an ICE officer (see 
Attachment C). The key components of the Suicide Prevention Program will include the following: 

Identification. Those at risk for suicide should be identified based on the Mental Health Screening 
Form (DIHS-843), referrals from other health providers, self-identified, or by an ICE officer or 
security guard. 

Housing. A detainee identified as being suicidal shall have constant one to one observation. If the 
detainee is identified as being at imminent risk, or has made a suicide attempt or gesture, direct 
observation shall be maintained at all times and the room where the detainee is housed shall be as 
suicide-proof as possible (i.e. without protrusions or materials that would enable the detainee to hang 
or injure him/herself). 

Training. All DIHS clinical staff members who work with detainees will be trained to recognize 
verbal and behavioral cues that indicate a potential suicide risk. New staff members will complete 
this training before they are allowed to serve in the facility alone. All employees will receive this 
training annually. 

Assessment. Assessment is conducted by a qualified medical/mental health professional that 
designates the detainee’s level of suicide risk. Providers are to use the approved screening tool. 


Monitoring. The Suicide Observation Checklist (DIHS 835) will be used to monitor potentially 
suicidal detainees (See Attachment C). 

15.15. Seclusion and Therapeutic Restraints. For detainees who, due to a mental health condition are 
at high risk for violent behavior, seclusion may be considered to reduce stimulation. Seclusion is 
considered less restrictive than restraints. Therapeutic restraints refer to measures taken as part of medical 
or mental health treatment that are designed to confine a patient’s bodily movements. Therapeutic 
restraints may be physical (i.e., use of leather restraints) or chemical (i.e., use of medications). The least 
restrictive treatment alternative will always be used first (see SOP 15.16). If it is necessary to subject a 
detainee to physical and/or chemical restraints for medical and/or mental health reasons, the use of 
therapeutic restraints shall be subject to close scrutiny. Under no circumstances shall a detainee be 
subjected to chemical and/or physical restraints for purposes of discipline or convenience. 


15.15.1. Utilization of Physical Restraints. Detainees may be subjected to physical restraints for 
medical or mental health purposes. Nursing staff may initiate seclusion or physical restraints. A 
written order of a physician or mental health provider is required prior to the use of physical 
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restraints. When one of the above-mentioned providers is not present in the facility, a telephone order 
from a physician or mental health care provider to an on-duty medical provider may suffice. In cases 
where a telephone order for physical restraints is implemented, the physician or mental health care 
providers must see and evaluate the patient and co-sign the order within one hour. The written order 
for restraints shall be for a limited and specific period of time not to exceed four hours per order. The 
order shall document the necessity of the restraints. 

Restraints may include fleece lined leather, rubber or canvas hand and leg restraints, and straitjackets 
(metal or hard plastic devices such as handcuffs and leg shackles cannot not be used). Detainees 
should not be restrained in an unnatural position (i.e. hog-tied, face down or spread-eagle). The 
Medical Observation of Detainee in Restraints Flow sheet (DIHS-869) should be started in which 
visual observation of the detainee is done every 15 minutes. Both the health authority and person 
legally responsible for the camp should receive daily reports on the frequency and use of physical 
restraints. 

Restraints will be used only after all other less restrictive options have been exhausted and until the 
detainee regains better control of his/her behavior and/or is transported to the hospital. When physical 
restraints are used, there must be clear, documented evidence in the patient’s medical record which 
states that least restrictive treatment was used and was unsuccessful in stopping the detainee’s harmful 
behavior. The Post-restraints Observation Report (DIHS-867) needs to be completed after the order to 
restrain has been discontinued (See SOP 15.16). 

15.15.2. Utilization of Chemical Restraints. Detainees may be subject to chemical restraints with 
forced psychotropic medications following the guidelines of the National Commission on 
Correctional Health Care. Forced psychotropic medications should be employed only under the 
following conditions (Refer to SOP 15.16): 

• The detainee poses an imminent or immediate threat to self or others. 

• All restrictive or intrusive measures have been employed and judged by the treating physician, 
clinical social worker, or psychologist to be inadequate. 

• The CD or designee clearly documents in the health record the detainee’s condition, the threat 
posed, and the reason for the proposed forcing of medication, including other methods 
attempted. 

• In all cases except emergencies, a second opinion with another physician or mental health care 
provider is obtained prior to forcing medication, and the treatment plan addresses withdrawal 
of the medication as soon as possible. Only the CD or other physieian can write the orders for 
medication. 

• Where possible orders for forced medications are reviewed through an independent psychiatric 
evaluation to safe guard the detainee’s due process. 

15.16. Substance Dependence Treatment. Detainees that are determined to have substance 
dependence may be educated, treated (in case of opioid withdrawal) and monitored on-site. Those 
experiencing intense intoxication and/or withdrawal that require intensive medical monitoring and related 
medical treatment will be referred to an appropriate facility for treatment. Outpatient treatment and 
monitoring of detainees with substance dependence may be provided on site by DIHS staff, in 
consultation with the appropriate specialist as necessary. 

15.17. Sexual Assault. Sexual assault is defined as an act of a sexual nature in which an individual is 
coerced to engage in sexual activity against his or her will. A detainee that is sexually assaulted shall be 
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evaluated and treated through community resources depending on the specific needs of the patient and the 
circumstances of the event. With the detainee’s consent, a referral may be made to a community facility 
for treatment and gathering of evidence as specified in local operating procedures. Mental health follow- 
up shall be provided, as necessary. The HSA shall be responsible for making recommendations to the 
Officer In Charge regarding the separation of the detainee from his/her assailant to minimize the potential 
for future assault and victimization. Such recommendations shall be documented on the Detainee Special 
Need(s) Form (DIHS 819). In addition, an incident report must be completed and sent to DIHS 
Headquarters. 

15.18 Hunger Strike. Any detainee who has declared a hunger strike must be assessed by a mental 
health provider. The purpose of this assessment is to determine if the detainee has the capacity to make 
the decision to hunger strike. In addition, an incident report needs to be completed and sent to DIHS 
Headquarters (Reference SOP 8.14). 

15.19 Training and CMEs/CMUs. Every mental health provider is responsible for completing the 
required continuing education credits in order to maintain their professional license or certification (See 
SOP 4.8). 

15.19.1 Monthly Training Requirements. The DIHS Mental Health Coordinator and Mental Health 
Education Officer will provide monthly training in topics of special interest or relevance during the 
monthly mental health provider conference call. 

15.19.2 Annual Training. The DIHS mental health staff will conduct the following training for DIHS 
staff: 

• Suicide Prevention 

■ Restraint and Seclusion 

• Abuse and Neglect 

■ Crisis Intervention 

• Others as Needed 

15.19.3. ICE Training. The DIHS mental health staff will conduct the following training for ICE 
staff: 

• Suicide Prevention (SOP 1 5. 1 5) 

• Mental Health Screening and Referral Process (SOP 15.3.3) 

15.20 Orientation. Each new employee will receive a general orientation to DIHS and an orientation to 
the site at which they work. In addition each mental health employee will participate in a comprehensive 
mental health orientation provided by the Mental Health Consultant and the Mental Health Coordinator. 
Every effort will be made to complete this orientation prior to beginning work at their duty station 
depending on the needs of DIHS. The mental health orientation will contain the following elements: 

• Mission and philosophy of DIHS Mental Health Program, chain of command, review of 
SOPs and LOPs 

• Position description, mental health productivity standards, how to capture encounters 

• Conducting capacity assessments, medical escorts (appropriate mental health referrals) 

• Suicide Prevention Programs, NCCHC review of correctional mental health care standards 

• Review DSM 1V-TR, DIHS policy on medications, history and physicals, psychological 
morbidity in clinics, telepsychiatry 
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• Perform intakes and assessments; review medical documentation 

• Continue intakes and assessments; review medical documentation 

• Case management, development of community resources, average length of stays, 
appropriate mental health referrals 

• Short Stay Unit 

• Patient Education Material 


15.21 Credentialing. Credentialing will be established for all DIHS Mental Health staff, prior to working 
in the clinic (See SOP 4,3.1). 

15.22 Competencies. Competencies will evaluated by the National Mental Health Consultant and the 
National Mental Health Coordinator in conjunction with the medical director at the end of the orientation 
program (See SOP 15.23). 

15.23 Telepsychiatry. The concept of telepsychiatry refers to the use of long distance electronic 
communication and information technology to provide or support clinical care at a distance. Patients must 
consent to telepsychiatry consultation just as they would with any face to face encounter with a provider. 
The use of telepsychiatry at selected ICE SPCs is outlined according to SOP 1 5.25. 

15.24 Medical Escorts. See Chapter 8, Section 8.28 

15.25 Documentation. The initial mental health evaluation will be completed in format as set forth in 
Attachment A. All follow-up visits will be documented in SOAP note format on an SF-600. 

15.25.1 No shows/not seen. An entry in the medical record is required to document all cases 
where detainees are scheduled for medical services but are not seen by medical staff. 

Examples: 

A detainee does not report for sick call/appointment after being summoned. Documentation must 
include but is not limited to the date and time(s) the detainee was called and did not respond and 
the signature of the individual who called for the detainee. A rubber stamp with this information 
can be used but must be signed as indicated above. 

Any situation/event in the facility that prevents seeing all the detainees who requested sick call or 
were called for appointment (i.c., lock down). Documentation must include the situation, date, 
time, and a signature. 
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STANDARD OPERATING PROCEDURE 


Medical Restraints, Therapeutic Seclusion and Emergency 
Psychotropic Medication 

SOP 15.16 


Rev. 03/09/09 


PURPOSE: 

1. To outline the appropriate use of medical restraints and therapeutic seclusion for 
treatment of a mental condition. 

2. To specify the types of restraints that can be utilized, when, where, how and for how 
long. 

3. To delineate under what circumstances psychotropic or other behavior modification 
medications can be utilized. 

4. This restraint and seclusion standard does not apply to forensic and correction 
restrictions used for security purposes. 


Detainees who because of their mental illness and behavior are at imminent risk of hurting 
themselves or others may be placed in physical or chemical restraints. Under no circumstances ma y 
a detainee be subjected to chemical or physical restraints or seclusion for purposes of discipline or 
convenience . At the time of initial assessment of a patient, pre-existing medical conditions or 
physical disabilities and limitations that would place the patient at a greater risk during restraint or 
seclusion or any history of sexual or physical abuse must be identified. 

I. Definitions 


A. Restraints are the direct application of physical force to an individual without 
the individual’s permission, to restrict his freedom of movement. The physical 
force may be human, mechanical, or a combination thereof, as a means of 
controlling physical activity to protect the detainee patient or others from injury. 
Bed rails, geri chairs, helmets, wheelchairs, orthopedic appliances and braces 
used for postural support of the detainee or assist in obtaining and maintaining 
normative bodily function are not considered restraint interventions. 

B. Seclusion is the restriction of the detainee’s freedom of movement by placing 
him in a locked room. It is used as a means of limiting physical activity and 
reducing stimuli to protect the patient or others from injury. 

C. Time-out occurs when the restriction of the detainee’s freedom of movement is 
30 minutes or less and during which time the room is kept unlocked. The 
purpose of time-out is to help the patient gaining emotional self-control or 
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reduce stimuli. Time-out is not considered seclusion. 
II. Alternative Measures/Less Restrictive Methods 


One or more alternative measures must be attempted and proven unsuccessful prior to the 
application of any physical restraints or seclusion. Document the patient’s response to the 
alternative method(s) in the medical record. If alternative methods are unsuccessful, the 
device that has proven to be effective in the past or is least restricting shall be utilized. A 
variety of alternative methods are listed below. 

A. Use non-violent crisis intervention techniques. 

B. Provide supervision. Identify patient’s need for staff to stay in close 

proximity and provide this supervision. 

C. Modify the environment 

1 . Increase or decrease the amount of light in the room, depending on glare 
and the patient’s preference or needs. 

2. Reduce environmental noise. 

3. Place patient in bed closest to the Nurse’s Station, when feasible. 

D. Evaluate possible cause(s) 

1. Evaluate the patient to identify physiological changes which may be 
resulting in changes in behavior and implement the appropriate 
interventions as necessary. 

2. Talk to the patient in an attempt to ascertain the problem. 

E. Use reality orientation and psychosocial intervention 

1 . Involve the patient in conversation; do not talk over the patient. 

2. Explain procedures to reduce the patient’s anxiety and convey a sense of 
calm. 

3. Reorient the patient to their surroundings during rounds and provide 
reality links (calendar, clock, ete), as appropriate. Increase frequency of 
rounds for confused, disoriented, and/or restless patients. 

F. Offer diversionary and physical activities 

1. Use radio, music, etc., chosen specifically for the patient to reduce 
agitation, or other method of diversion depending on the patient’s 
cognitive capacity and individual preference. 

2. Provide exercise and ambulation whenever possible. 
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III. Physical Restraints Protocol 


The intent for use of restraints is to involuntarily restrict freedom of movement or physical 
activity as dictated by the behavioral health needs of the patient. Examples include 
patients who pose a threat to self or others, and those who are exhibiting physically 
threatening or aggressive behavior resulting in serious disruption of the therapeutic 
environment. NOTE: These devices shall be used only when less restrictive alternatives 
have proven unsuccessful. 

The restraint by security guards/ICE officers will follow “Use of Force” detention standard. 
If the detainee is moved to a seclusion unit for medical reasons, this is considered a Use of 
Force and must be documented as such by medical staff. A copy will be given to the facility 
OIC. 

A. Restraints and seclusion require clinical justification indicating why they are the 
least restrictive alternative in order to prevent harm to self or other. Detainees 
may be subjected to physical (medical/mental) restraints or seclusion, only upon 
the written order of a licensed independent practitioner (LIP), when there is clear 
evidence that no other less restrictive treatment is appropriate. The LIP 
providing the order may document the initial justification or if the order is given 
by phone, the RN may document the initial justification. 

B. Whenever possible, clinical staff will identify early on detainees at risk, provide 
early crisis intervention, and implement less restrictive measures. Less 
restrictive measures may include: 

1 . Increase staff interaction and/or observation 

2. Consideration of medication review 

3. Redirection and reorientation 

4. Behavioral management plan 

5. Use of time-out room 

C. Staff will explain to the patient the reason and procedures for the restraint or 
seclusion to prevent misinterpretations, to gain cooperation, and interpret as 
necessary for the patient understanding (i.e., foreign language, deafness, 
comprehension difficulties). 

D. The LIP's written order for restraints or seclusion must be for a specified period 

(should not exceed four hours ! of time and must document the necessity of the 
restraint. 

E. A qualified registered nurse or other qualified trained staff who is not an LIP may 
initiate the use of restraints or seclusion before an order is obtained from the LIP. 
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G. As soon as possible, but no later than one hour after initiation of restraints or 
seclusion, a qualified RN or other qualified staff notifies and obtains an order 
from the LIP. 

H. The LIP is required in-person for assessment within one hour of the initiation of 
restraints or seclusion. 

I. An order for renewal of restraints or seclusion may not be re-imposed except 
upon the written order of a physician who has personally observed the patient 
since the previous restraining order was imposed. The LIP conducts a re- 
evaluation at least every four hours. 

J. The Clinical Director is notified of any patient in restraint or seclusion for more 
than four hours or who experiences two or more separate episodes of restraints of 
any duration within four hours. The Clinical Director will then consider 
hospitalization. 

K. A patient placed in precautionary medical restraints will be in a highly visible, 
secure area. Constant monitoring by staff must be initiated. 

L. Restraint devices will be carefully applied and properly adjusted to maintain 
body alignment. Restraints designed for use in bed will be secured to the 
bedspring or frame, never to the mattress or bed rails. Restraints are generally 
contraindicated if they compromise respiratory function, skin integrity, care of 
wounds, drains, etc. or proper body alignment. If contraindicated, alternative 
types of restraints or positioning shall be considered. Patients will be restrained 
to a bed and will be clothed in the suicide gown and covered with the suicide 
prevention blanket. The patient’s rights, dignity and well being shall be 
maintained at all times within the limits of safety. NOTE: Medical physical 
restraints should be of fleece-lined leather or a straight jacket. No metal or hard 
plastic devices will be utilized. 

M. Potentially harmful objects, i.e. jewelry, contents of pockets, belts, shoes, 
eyeglasses, contact lenses, etc., shall be removed from the patient prior to 
application of restraints/seclusion. 

N. During the restraints/seclusion period, trial releases should be attempted if the 
patient demonstrates a reduction of those behaviors that led to being restrained. 
The need for seclusion/restraint shall be reevaluated continuously and at the 
time-limited intervals. During the trial period, if the patient demonstrates the 
same behavior for which he was restrained within the period for which the 
restraint/seclusion was ordered, a new order shall not be required. NOTE: If the 
patient demonstrates a different behavior for which restraints/seclusion are 
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required, or the same behavior but the specific time frame has expired, a new 
order shall be required. 

O. When soft restraints are visibly contaminated with blood or other body 
substances, they must be cleaned with a disinfectant solution following 
manufacturer’s directions. 

P. Attending visitation time shall not be permitted while the patient is in restraints 
or seclusion. 

IV. Seclusion Protocol 


Seclusion shall be defined as the involuntary confinement of a patient alone in a room and 
physically prevented from leaving for any period of time. Seclusion shall only be done 
utilizing the designated special seclusion room. Examples include patients who pose a threat 
to self or others, and/or overly excited patients at risk of exhaustion. Patients in a cast may 
not be placed in seclusion; restraints must be used. Patients in seclusion who are exhibiting 
physically threatening or aggressive behavior and are in danger of hurting themselves or 
damaging property shall be placed in restraints. NOTE: Seclusion shall be used only when 
less restrictive alternatives have proven unsuccessful. Seclusion is less restrictive than 
restraints. 

A. Follow steps 1 through 15 as applicable under Restraint Protocol above. 

V. Implementation of Seclusion 

A. An RN team leader shall plan the actions to be taken for the safe implementation 
with the staff in an area out of the patient’s hearing range. 

B. The team leader shall determine the number of persons required and designate 
limb assignment. 

C. Staff shall be responsible for security of the assigned limb throughout the 
seclusion procedure. 

D. One person, usually the team leader, shall communicate with the patient and 
provide them with the option of walking to the seclusion room, if appropriate 
for their condition. 

E. Staff assigned to arms shall walk closely by the patient’s side and take hold of 
their arms gently but firmly. Staff assigned to legs shall follow closely behind 
the patient. 

F. The team leader shall closely observe the patient’s body movements, assess 
their condition, and instruct the team if the patient requires physical 
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assistance. 


G. If the patient is unable/unwilling to walk to the seclusion room, they shall be 
carried, face down. 

H. If the patient is standing, staff assigned to arms shall firmly grasp that limb 
and staff assigned to legs shall grasp them from behind. When legs are lifted 
off the floor from the back, the patient's weight will be shifted ffoward, 
facilitating staff control of the patient. 

I. A minimum of two (2) staff members must be on the unit when the seclusion 
door is opened. 

J. The team leader shall instruct staff when to release limbs and leave the 
seclusion room. Staff shall exit in a timely manner. 

VI. Utilization of Chemical Restraints 

Detainees may be subjected to chemical restraints with emergency psychotropic or behavior 
modification medications and will follow a written order by the physician. The physician 
will write a progress note (SF 600) the reasons for the use of chemical restraints. 

VII. Observation of Seclusion and Restraints 

A. The nursing staff, NP/PA on duty, or a physician must observe and document in a 
Progress Note (SF 600): 

1 . signs of injury associated with application of restraints 

2. nutrition and hydration 

3. circulation and range of motion in the extremities 

4. vital signs 

5. hygiene and elimination 

6. physical and psychological signs of comfort and readiness for discontinuation of 
restraints that the detainee’s rights, dignity, and safety are maintained 

B. After application of restraints, a physician, PA, NP or RN will initially assess the 
patient to ensure appropriate breathing and response (physical or verbal). Staff shall 
also ensure that the restraints have not restricted or impaired the patient’s circulation. 
The general welfare of the patient will also be assessed and documented. 

C. The physician, PA or NP will be available to perform physical evaluations and 
initiate treatment for emergency medical problems. 
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D. Every two hours , the patient will be offered fluids, food, use of toilet (bedpan or 
urinal), and assessed by an RN or clinician for other personal care needs or release 
from restraints. Food shall be served on paper plates with plastic spoons. No ice or 
hot beverages shall be served. All meal items shall be removed and accounted for 
after each meal. Staff shall assist any patient who is unable to feed self. 

E. There will be continuous, in-person observation by an assigned staff member. After 
the first hour, a patient in seclusion only may be continuously monitored using 
simultaneous video and audio equipment, if consistent with the patient’s condition. 

F. After the first hour, if consistent with their condition, a patient in seclusion will be 
observed every 15 minutes by staff; a chemically restrained detainee will be 
observed at least every 1 5 minutes for the first hour and at least every two hours 
thereafter. At all times, the patient will be on 1:1 constant observation by security 
staff who will notify medical staff of any changes in patient status. Observations will 
be recorded in the Restraint or Seclusion Log. 

G. When a patient is placed in restraints or in seclusion the physician will contact the 
psychiatrist as soon as possible for evaluation and more definitive therapy. 

H. After the patient has been in the seclusion room the first hour, a staff member shall 
visibly check the patient’s entire body through the seclusion window not less than 
every 1 5 minutes. If the patient does not comply with the staffs request to move 
into visible range, a minimum of two (2) staff members shall be required to open the 
seclusion room door and verify the patient’s safety. 

VIII. Documentation 


A. All orders for either chemical or physical restraints must be fully documented in the 
health record with particular attention being paid to the time the restraints were 
imposed and the duration of the restraint period. Standing orders and PRN orders are 
prohibited. Written or verbal orders for initial and continuing use of restraints or 
seclusion are time limited to four hours for patients age 18 and older. New orders 
from an LIP for continued use of restraint or seclusion beyond the expiration time is 
needed. Original orders can be used to re-apply restraints or seclusion if it has not 
expired and the patient is at imminent risk of hurting himself or others. 

B. All observations must be formally documented in the health record at the time of the 
observation, indicating the time and by whom the observation was made. Items to be 
documented include: 


1 . The circumstance that led to their use 

2. Consideration or failure of nonphysical less restrictive intervention and patient's 
response 
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3. Written orders for use 

4. Behavior criteria for discontinuation of restraints or seclusion 

5. Informing the patient of the behavior criteria for discontinuation 

6. Each verbal order received from the LIP 

7. Each in-person evaluation and re-evaluation of the patient to include that the 

patient’s rights, dignity and safety are maintained as well as his physical and 

emotional well being 

8. Assistance provided to the patient to help him meet the behavior criteria for 
discontinuation and patient’s response 

9. Continuous monitoring 

10. Any injuries sustained and treated, including the provision of emergency 
medical services 

1 1 . Considerations made recognizing the patient’s age, developmental 
considerations, gender issues, ethnicity and history of sexual or physical 
abuse 

12. Complete restraint and seclusion logs 

C. The patient in restraints or seclusion will be assessed and documentation placed in 

the progress notes by an RN every two hours. 

IX. Debriefing 


After each episode of restraint or seclusion, the staff involved will meet for debriefing lead 
by IP or RN; the patient’s participation is encouraged. The debriefing occurs as soon as 
possible after the episode but no longer than 24 hours after. Documentation of the debriefing 
will be done by nursing and will be included in the post restraint or seclusion log. Debriefing 
should include; 

A. Circumstances surrounding the incident and what could have been handled differently 

B. Verification that the patient’s physical and psychological well being and comfort and 
right to privacy were addressed 

C. Patient counseling on any trauma that may have resulted from the incident 

D. Any modifications to the patient’s treatment plan 
X. Training 

All medical providers must undergo training at least once a year to minimize the use of 
restraints and seclusion and to use them safely. Education will be conducted by the mental 
health provider of the facility, CD or his designee. Training will be documented in the 
personnel file (Competency Assessment Checklist) by the Senior Nurse/Nurse Manager or 
designee. Training recommendations include: 
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A. Underlying causes of threatening behavior 

B. Aggressive behavior that is related to a patient’s medical condition and not related to 
their emotional condition 

C. How their own behavior can effect the behavior of the patient 

D. Use of de-escalation, medication, self-protection, and other techniques, such as time 
out 

E. How to recognize signs of physical distress in-patients who are restrained or 
secluded 

F. Training and demonstration of competence in the safe use of restraints, including 
physical holding techniques, take down procedures, and application and removal of 
mechanical restraints 

G. Taking vital signs and interpreting their relevance 

H. Recognizing nutritional/hydration needs 

I. Checking circulation and range of motion in the extremities 

J. Addressing hygiene and elimination 

K. Addressing physical and psychological status and comfort 

L. Recognizing readiness for discontinuation of restraints or seclusion 

M. Recognizing when to contact a medically trained LIP or emergency medical services 
in order to evaluate and/or treat the physical status 

N. Recognizing how age, developmental considerations, gender issues, ethnicity and 
history of sexual or physical abuse may affect the way in which the patient reacts to 
physical contact 
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STANDARD OPERATING PROCEDURE 
Mental Health Screening - DIHS 843 (Front and Back) 

SOP 15.3.3 

Rev. 6/04 


PURPOSE: TO INSTRUCT PROVIDERS IN THE INTERPRETATION AND ACTION 
STEPS OF THE SCREENING FORM DIHS 843. THERE ARE TWO PARTS TO THIS 
FORM; THE FRONT FOR INITIAL MENTAL HEALTH SCREENING AND THE 
BACK WHICH IS COMPLETED IN CONJUNCTION WITH THE PHYSICAL EXAM. 

I . The front: 

The mental health screening form is used to determine five basic elements: 

• Orientation to place, location, and time 

• Presence of any mood or thought disorder 

• Degree of lethality for homicide or suicide 

• Drug and alcohol use/abuse/dependence 

• Head trauma 

Specific Guidance 

Questions 1 -4 are designed to screen for orientation. 

All answers to questions 1-4 are to be recorded verbatim. 

If more than one of these four questions is answered incorrectly the form is to be forwarded to 
the clinical director (CD) or medical designee. 

Questions 5-14 are designed to screen for thought disorders, mood disorders, and suicidality. 

The purpose is to identify thought or mood disorders and risk for suicidality. 

Questions 15-18 are designed to screen for drug and alcohol use/abuse/dependence. 

The purpose of this section is to screen for risk of withdrawal, which if indicated need immediate 
medical attention. If there are any affirmative responses in this section an explanation must 
follow. 

Question 19 is designed to screen for head trauma. 

The purpose is to indicate any head trauma which may explain any abnormal behavior. 

If “Yes” the nature of the trauma and treatment that the detainee received is to be explained. 

Questions 20-21 are designed to screen for violent or homicidal behavior. 

If there are any “Yes” responses the nature of the violent act should be indicated. The best 
indicator of future behavior is past behavior. 
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Any “Yes” responses must have an explanation, preferably a verbatim quote from the detainee. 

In addition, any detainee’s chart with “Yes” responses is to be forwarded to the CD or designee 
within 24 hours for clinical determination and treatment. 

Use space provided under “additional comments” for any explanations that require more space; 
indicate the question that is being explained. 

II. The back: 

This form is used to assess six mental health characteristics and has a section for disposition. The 
first four sections have descriptive qualities; circle one or more. The last two are answered with 
intact (present) or not intact (not present). 

• General 

• Quality of Speech 

• Emotional state 

• Thought Content 

• Memory 

o Provider needs to note if short term, recent and long tern are either intact or not 
intact. 

• Insight 

o Provider needs to note if insight is intact or not intact (i.e., detainee has 
understanding of his/her mental health status. 


General Guidance 
As indicated by the screening: 

• If detainee is in crisis see 15.3.1 in the National Policy and Procedure Manual (NPPM) 
for instructions. 

• If there are affirmative responses that do not require immediate intervention, follow 
guidance under 15.3.2. in the NPPM. 

• If a detainee who is stable has a prior history of a mental health condition, refer to 1 5.3.3 
in the NPPM. 

If any one response is of a bizarre nature (unusual in context or content) the CD or medical 
designee will be notified. Such answers could indicate a thought disorder or other psychiatric 
condition. 

If all answers are “no” notification to the CD or medical designee is not necessary. Once this 
form is completed, it will be part of the patient’s medical record. 
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MENTAL HEALTH LEVELS OF CARE 
ATTACHMENT B 

PURPOSE: DETERMINING THE APPROPRIATE LEVELS OF MENTAL HEALTH 
CARE 

DIHS provides appropriate and necessary health care, relative to the patient’s diagnosis. Levels 
of care can include: providing care to detainees remaining in general population, short stay units, 
community hospitalization and long-term hospitalization at Columbia Care Center. 

I. GENERAL POPULATION MENTAL HEALTH CARE 

Detainees who manage most daily living activities, do not exhibit severe symptoms of 
psychological distress/disorders, are compliant with psychotropic medication and are capable of 
interacting with others would be appropriate for this level of care. 

II. SHORT STAY UNIT 

A. Detainees who require short stay care display serious symptoms of psychological 
distress/disorders, are noncompliant with psychotropic medications, are considered a risk 
to themselves or others or require direct medical supervision. This population displays 
moderate suicide risk factors (e.g. the patient verbalizes intent but does not have a plan) 
and the staff can provide for one-to-one observation. 

B. Detainees who require short stay care but are not at a facility with an on-site short stay 
unit may be housed in the segregation maintenance unit (SMU) with appropriate 
supervision. 

Detainees must meet one of the criteria to be admitted to the SSU: 

1. Are in need of constant mental health care but do not require hospitalization 

2. Are in need of supervised mental health care 

3. Have suicidal ideation or gestures that do not require hospitalization, but 
require observation in a controlled environment 

4. Are, in the opinion of the medical staff, at risk of clinical deterioration by 
remaining in the general population 

C. Detainees will need to remain in the SSU if they meet any of the listed criteria: 

1. Suicidal/homicidal ideations or gestures 

2. Socially withdrawn; ongoing social isolation/alicnation with anxiety/suicidal 
ideations 

3. Psychotic symptoms increasing- not responding to medication 

4. Patient non-compliant with treatment, resulting in danger to self or others 

5. Extreme anxiety-not sufficiently responding to medication 
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6. Easily frustrated AND displaying impulsive/reckless behavior 

7. Unable to follow instructions/negotiate basic self care needs 

8. Self-mutilation 

9. Uncontrolled command hallucinations 

10. Patient not oriented to self, time, location 

D. Criteria for discharge as applicable: 

1. Suicidal/homicidal ideations resolved/controlled 

2. Patient able to function in general population/ with provider overview 

3. Diminished psychotic symptoms and compliant with medication 

4. Patient able to provide basic self-care needs 

5. Patient is oriented to self, time, location 

6. Patient no longer considered a risk to self or others/can be re-integrated into 
general population 

III. COMMUNITY HOSPITALIZATION 

Detainees who require community hospitalization display behavior that is significantly 
influenced by delusions or hallucinations, imminent danger of hurting self or others, failure to 
maintain minimal personal hygiene, and gross impairment in communication. 

A. Detainees must meet one of the following criteria to be admitted to the community 
hospitalization: 

1 . Are in need of intense supervised mental health care 

2. Unable to maintain minimal personal hygiene 

3. Serious suicidal/homicidal act or ideation with clear expectation of hurting self 
or others 

4. Experiences decompensation and does not comply with medication regimen 

5. Responds to command hallucinations/delusions 

B. Detainees will need to remain hospitalized if they meet any of the listed criteria: 

1 . Suicidal/homicidal ideations or gestures 

2. Socially withdrawn; ongoing social isolation/alienation with anxiety/suicidal 
ideations 

3. Psychotic symptoms increasing- not responding to medication 

4. Refusal to utilize medication, resulting in danger to self or others 

5. Easily frustrated and displaying impulsive/reckless behavior 

6. Uncontrolled command hallucinations 

7. Detainee not oriented to self, time, location 

C. Criteria for discharge as applicable: 

I . Suicidal ideations abated 
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2. Patient able to function in general population/ with provider overview 

3. Diminished psychotic symptoms and compliant with medication 

4. Patient able to provide basic self-care needs 

5. Patient is oriented to self 

6. Patient no longer considered a risk to self or others 

IV. COLUMBIA CARE CENTER 

Detainees who meet the requirements of community hospitalization but require long-term stays, 
would generally meet the criteria for Columbia Care Center (CCC). Normally, the detainee 
requires more than 30 days of hospitalization and requires constant or intensive psychiatric 
intervention. 

A. Detainees must meet one of the criteria to be admitted to CCC: 

1. Are not going to be deported within 30 days of admission 

2. Unable to perform activities of daily living for at least 30 days 

3. Continued serious suicidal/homicidal act or ideation with clear expectation of 
hurting self or others 

4. Detainee experiences decompensation and does not comply with medication 
regimen 

5. Responds to command hallucinations/delusions 

B. Detainees will need to remain hospitalized if they meet any of the listed criteria: 

1. Suicidal/homicidal ideations or gestures 

2. Psychotic symptoms increasing- not responding to medication 

3. Patient refusing to utilize medication-resulting in danger to self or others 

4. Frequently combative and displaying impulsive/reckless behavior 

5. Uncontrolled command hallucinations 

6. Detainee not oriented to self, time, location 

C. Criteria for discharge: 

1. Suicidal/homicidal ideations have abated 

2. Patient able to function in general population with provider overview 

3. Diminished psychotic symptoms and compliant with medication 

4. Patient able to provide basic self-care needs 

5. Patient is oriented to self, time, location 
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Chapter 8 
MEDICAL 

8.1. Medical Initial Screening. Medical in-processing health screening shall be performed on all 
detainees upon their arrival at an SPC unless ICE declares that the detainee is transient and will stay at 
an SPC for less than twenty-four (24) hours. Detainees will be screened within 12 hours of arrival at the 
facility in accordance with ICE Detention Standards. Transient detainees are not usually placed in the 
general population. If transient detainees are to be placed in general population, a medical in-processing 
health screening must be performed. Medical in-take screening is necessary to prevent newly-arrived 
detainees who pose a threat to their own or others' health or safety from being admitted to the general 
population and to get them immediate medical attention when necessary. Under special circumstances 
such as a mass influx, facilities where medical personnel are not available 24 hours per day and seven 
(7) days per week or upon special arrangement with the Division Director through the Medical Director, 
specially trained ICE or Security officers may do medical in-take health screenings. Form DIHS-794, 
In-Processing Health Screening, will be completed on all detainees, including juveniles (defined as 
those seventeen (1 7) years of age or younger), at the time of the ICE in-take. Health screening is 
performed by a medical provider or a specially trained officer. 

• If screening is done by a specially trained officer, patients responding “yes” to any of the 
screening questions will be referred to the medical facility or off-site health care provider for 
medical care and/or follow-up. 

8.1.1. Medical Recommendations for Placement. Recommendations are made for placement of a 
detainee in the camp setting based on the In-Processing Health Screening. 

• General Population - detainees presenting with no symptoms of TB or any other infectious 
diseases. 

• General Population with Referral to Medical Care - detainees with no symptoms of TB or 
infectious disease but who report that they have a chronic condition requiring further 
evaluation. 

• Referral for Immediate Medical Care - detainees who present with urgent conditions that 
require immediate treatment. 

• Isolation Until Medically Evaluated - detainees who present with signs and symptoms of TB 
or other infectious disease. 

8.1.2. Initiation of the Medical Record. Official medical records are maintained to document all 
medical services that are delivered to detainees. Official medical records may be of two types: 

• The ambulatory health record 

• The abbreviated ambulatory health record DIHS-794 (Mass Influx) 

The ambulatory health record is initiated for all detainees who are likely to remain in an ICE 

SPC 

for more than seventy two (72) hours. The DIHS-794 is initiated for detainees who are likely to 

remain in the SPC for more than 24 hours and less than 72 hours. 
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An official Medical Record will be generated upon completion of the intake screening process. In 
cases where there is no face-to-face contact with a member of the DIHS staff, the DIHS-794 will be 
filed and maintained in A# order. DIHS-794 forms, for detainees who leave the SPC prior to any 
face-to-face contact with a DIHS team member, will be retained in A# order in a single file folder. 
Information received from the ICE on detainees who have departed the SPC will be recorded at the 
bottom of the form. See Initial Medical Screening SOP 8.1.2 for a detailed description of this 
process. 



8.2* History and Physical Examination. Form DIHS-795 (History and Physical Examination Form) 
shall be completed no later than fourteen (14) days after a detainee’s arrival at the SPC. Juveniles, 
pregnant females and detainees with medical/mental health conditions will have their health assessment 
performed upon arrival to the camp. The physical examination will be repeated once a year. Significant 
historical and/or physical findings will be brought to the attention of the staff physician/Clinical 
Director (CD) for review. An appointment shall be made for the detainee to see the staff physician/CD 
in 
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consultation within 72 hrs of the documentation of the significant finding, or more promptly or 
immediately as appropriate. 

8.2.1. Documentation. Form DIHS-795 will be completed on all detainees who are provided a 
history and physical examination. Form DIHS-795 uses the Subjective, Objective, Assessment, and 
Plan (SOAP) format to obtain current health status and needs, as well as identify and plan for 
necessary health care. The front page may be completed by any medical provider. Information 
recorded on Form DIHS-795 must be legible, signed by the providers along with signature 
identification stamp, dated, and with the location of the facility indicated. The completed Form 
DIHS-795 will be incorporated into the detainee’s health record. 

8.2.2. Health History. The Health History will include at a minimum: 

X A review of the in-processing screening results, the collection of additional data to complete 
the medical, dental, immunization, and psychiatric histories 
XA recording of height, weight, pulse, blood pressure, and temperature 
XA physical examination, with documentation about physical, mental health, and dental status, 
to include the mental health screening form 

XLaboratory and/or diagnostic tests to detect communicable disease, including venereal diseases 
and tuberculosis, as required 

XOther tests and examinations as determined by the physician/NP/PA to be appropriate 
XA review of significant findings in the physical examination and laboratory tests, and 
identification of problems by a physician 

XFor juveniles, the assessment will include developmental and immunization status. 

X Initiation of therapy and immunizations when indicated. 

XDisabilities that may require special housing 

XAgc specific health related problems or special needs 

XPain assessment to include intensity and quality of pain 

8.2.3. Body Scars and Injuries. Form DIHS-802, Body Diagram, is used to document the 
presence of any body scars and/or injuries identified during the history and physical examination. 
Documentation will include but is not limited to: characteristics of the scars and/or injuries, the 
exact location, size and type, and any complaints associated with the scar and/or injury. Blank 
DIHS-802 forms are not to be included in the detainee health record. 

8.2.4. Pelvic Exams/PAP Smears. Pelvic examinations and/or PAP smears will be performed on 
female detainees who are over the age of eighteen (18) and in detention longer than twelve (12) 
months. If medically indicated, pelvic exams and/or PAP smears shall be performed as part of the 
initial physical examination or prior to 18 years of age. Indications can be based on the detainee's 
past history, family history, current medical conditions, or reported lifestyle. Local operating 
procedures provide specific indications for performing pelvic examination. 
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8.2.5. Pregnancy Screening and Prenatal/Postnatai Care. All female detainees will be 
questioned about the date of their last menstrual period, and if they are sexually active. All female 
detainees over the age of ten shall have a urine test for pregnancy at the time of intake, regardless of 
history of sexual activity. Females over the age of fifty five (55) need not be tested. Form DIHS- 
834 (Medical-Psych Alert Form) will be completed on all detainees who are pregnant. A copy of the 
DIHS-834 will be sent to the ICE. An original will remain in the medical record The Clinical 
Director is responsible for assuring that all pregnant females are initially evaluated by an obstetrics 
specialist. Care may be provided throughout the pre and post-natal period by a member of the DIFIS 
medical staff in consultation with an obstetric specialist. 

The pregnant patient shall be seen on a monthly basis or as often as recommended by the obstetrics 
specialist. Pre-natal Flow Sheet D1HS 846 will be utilized. Care shall continue until the detainee is 
released from ICE custody. 


8.3. Detection of Abuse and Neglect in Detainees. All DIHS health care providers will receive 
annual training on the detection of abuse and neglect. If a detainee presents with signs or symptoms of 
abuse or neglect at the time of health screening or physical examination, the Clinical Director will 
initiate referral to a hospital emergency room for evaluation. The hospital emergency room staff will be 
directed to collect specimens and evidence. 

Under no circumstances will the collection of specimens or evidence be done by DIHS medical staff. If 
immediate treatment is required, it will be provided by the emergency room staff. Follow-up care may 
be provided by DIHS staff. The Clinical Director shall arrange for mental health care and continued 
services for post-abuse and neglect complications if required. The Clinical Director is responsible for 
notifying the ICE QIC. The ICE QIC is responsible for notifying the proper authorities. 


8.4 Detainee Medical Status. The detainee medical status form DIHS-841 is: 

• A summary of a detainee’s medical status 

• Useful in determining completed and pending health services 

• Used to track communications with ICE 

Examples of communication include memos concerning kitchen clearance, letters requesting quick 
dispositions, letters responding to legal concerns, etc. Copies of communications are not included in the 
medical record. This form is not used for detainees who will be in the facility for less than forty eight 
(48) hours. Upon completion of the initial medical screening, the following will be documented: TB 
screening, RPRs (if required), complete history and physical including assessment of pain, mental health 
screening and dental screening, and the date, results and initials of the provider performing each 
function. Information from the DIHS-841 must be also recorded in the progress notes. 
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8.5. Health Services Request (Sick Call). Each facility shall have a mechanism that provides the 
detainee with an opportunity to request health care services. The process by which detainees request 
health services is through Sick Call. Sick Call will be offered during regular working hours Monday 
through Friday except federal holidays. For weekends and holidays, detainee requests for medical 
services are assessed by an appropriate provider who determines if the request qualifies as an 
emergency. All medical emergencies are immediately addressed by the appropriate level provider. The 
appropriate level provider is determined based on provider protocols. If the request is not determined to 
be an emergency, an appointment is made for the next regular working day. All detainee requests for 
health services are reviewed by an appropriate health care provider within 24 hours. The detainee may 
not necessarily receive the requested services within 24 hours if those services are not indicated. 

8.5.1. Mechanisms of Health Services Request. Request for health care services (sick call) may 
be through the use of a standard sick call form, a verbal request to a medical provider, or by 
presenting at sick call triage in those facilities that perform this service in the housing units. Local 
operating procedures will define how each facility administers requests for health services and how 
privacy and confidentiality are maintained. 

8.5.2. Appropriate Level Provider. Requests for medical services shall be evaluated by the 
appropriate level provider. Registered nurses may evaluate/triage patient requests for same day 
medical services. If the registered nurse determines that the care may be rescheduled for a future 
date, the case must be discussed with the physician, a nurse practitioner, or physician assistant who 
will confirm that the treatment or evaluation may be scheduled in the future. 

8.5.3. Documentation. Each medical facility will maintain a permanent record of sick call 
requests. The detainee name, alien number, date of request, chief complaint and date of service are 

to be included in the record. This sick call record will have a paper record maintained in a loose-leaf 
binder and stored at the facility indefinitely. 

Documentation of health care provided in response to a detainee's request will be recorded in the 
progress note in the health record. Documentation must clearly indicate the visit was as a result of a 
sick call request. This shall be accomplished by utilizing a rubber stamp indicating "SICK CALL" 
on the health record. Entries need to include the date and military time the detainee was seen. 

8.5.4. No shows/not seen. An entry in the medical record is required to document all cases where 
detainees are scheduled for medical services but are not seen by medical staff. 

Examples: 

XA detainee does not report for sick call/appointment after being summoned. Documentation 
must include but is not limited to the date and time(s) the detainee was called and did not 
respond and the signature of the individual who called for the detainee. A rubber stamp with 
this information can be used but must be signed as indicated above. 

XAny situation/event in the facility that prevents seeing all the detainees who requested sick eall 
or were called for appointment (i.e., loek down). Documentation must include the situation, 
date, time, and a signature. 
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8.6. Care of Chronic Conditions. All detainees will be evaluated for chronic conditions during the 
intake screening, history, and physical exam. If chronic care is needed, the detainee is placed in the 
appropriate chronic care clinic. A physician, NP, or PA may place a patient in a medical chronic care 
clinic. For mental health conditions, the Clinical Director or mental health provider determines if a 
patient is to be placed in the mental chronic care clinic. If mental health conditions are identified by an 
NP or PA, the patient is to be referred to the Clinical Director who will determine if the patient can be 
treated using the clinical practice guidelines or if referral to a mental health professional is required. 

See SOP 8.6. Chronic Care Clinics, and SOP 8.61 Spirometry. 

8.6.1. Chronic Care Clinics include: 

Asthma 

Hypertension 

Diabetes 

Mental Health 

HIV/AIDS 

Seizure Disorder 

TB/INH 

8.6.2. Continuity of Care of Chronic Conditions. Frequency of follow-up care for patients in medical 
chronic care clinics will be determined by the Clinical Director and will not exceed 90 days. Patients in 
mental health chronic care clinics must be seen at least every 30 days by a medical provider and at least 
every 90 days by a mental health professional. 

8.6.3. Documentation. Chronic Disease Flow Sheets (DIHS-842 A - H) have been developed to 
organize essential data that any medical provider can utilize to determine the need for further testing or 
change in therapy and to document initial patient education. These forms do not substitute the complete 
entry in the progress note for each visit, and should be filed in the health record. 


8.7. Health Evaluation of Detainees in Segregation. Upon notification that a detainee is placed in 
segregation, a qualified health care professional reviews the detainee health record to determine 
whether existing medical, dental or mental health needs contraindicate the placement or require 
accommodation. All detainees who are segregated from the general population (whether for 
administrative, punitive, or protective reasons) will be evaluated by a medical provider once each day. 
The medical provider (registered nurse, nurse practitioner, physician assistant, or physician) will 
question each segregated detainee to find out if they have any medical problems or requests. There must 
be a daily entry in the clinic Segregation Log Book for every detainee housed in segregation. 

Information to be included in the clinic Segregation Log Book includes: date, name, alien number, and 
disposition. The Segregation Log Book is a permanent record. 
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All significant medical problems will be referred to the appropriate level provider on duty for further 
evaluation. Any treatment interventions are documented in the detainee medical record. 

8.8. Referrals to the DIHS Medical Referral Centers or other SPCs. Detainees requiring services 
beyond the capacity of the current housing facility but who do not require acute hospitalization services 
may be transferred to a more appropriate site. These include SPCs, contract medical facilities, or 
contract detention facilities. 

Requests for patient transfers to any of the DIHS Medical Referral Centers or other SPCs will be 
routed through the appropriate Managed Care Coordinator (MCC). The MCC shall compile 
necessary documentation, consult with DIHS Medical Director, and make a recommendation to the 
originating facility. The HSA or their designee will brief the OIC of any potential transfers. The 
authority to approve transfers rests with the Field Office Director (FOD), ICE Office, or the SPC 
OIC. See SOP 8.8. 


8.9. Referrals to Off-Site Care. Detainees requiring health services that cannot be provided by the 
current housing facility but are included in the DIHS Medical/Dental Covered Services Package are 
referred to off-site consultants or health care facilities. All off-site care must be authorized. (Refer to 
SOP 8.9 Treatment Authorization Request). 

8.9.1 Medical Claims. A Treatment Authorization Request (TAR) Form must be completed for all 
hospitalizations, emergency services and other reimbursable services. In emergency situations 
where the form cannot be filled out before the service is rendered, it should be completed and 
forwarded as soon as possible but no later than one business day from the date of service. Without 
this form, the medical claim may not be paid. 


8.9.2. Referrals to Long Term Health Care Facilities. Detainees who have been housed in an off- 
site health care facility for more than 1 5 days will be evaluated (on day 15) for transfer to a 
SPC with a SSU or community long term care facility. When it is determined by the CD or 
the MCC that a detainee requires medical or mental health care for an extended period of 
time, the detainee will be referred to a long-term network facility. See Columbia Care Center 
SOP 8.9.2 

8.9.3. Consultation Reports. After the off-site medical services have been completed, the 
consultant’s report will be given to the CD or designee for review and signature. If the 
recommendations are acceptable, the CD will document any and all pertinent information 
including physician orders in the health record. At no time is a consultant, on-site or off-site, 
authorized to write in the DIHS health record. 
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8.10. Emergency Services. Each medical facility shall maintain a crash cart containing all necessary 
medical supplies/equipment to offer urgent services in accordance with the level of care they provide. 

8,10.1. Procedure for Ambulatory Facilities. The medical facility that offers only ambulatory care 
shall have Basic Life Support (BLS) capabilities in accordance with the American Heart Association 
Guidelines. Mock Code Blues will be performed on a quarterly basis through the Performance 
Improvement function. 

8.10.1.1. Crash Cart Contents. Crash carts at medical facilities where only ambulatory care is 
delivered must contain, at a minimum, the items listed on the HSD-51 and HSD-53. 

The contents of the crash cart will be checked on a monthly basis and after every use by the 
designated staff member. Items included on the Urgency Room/Equipment Daily Check List 
form HSD 53 must be checked daily (including weekends and holidays). HSD 53s must be kept 
in a binder for at least three years. 

Procedure for DIHS Medical Referral Centers. The medical facilities that offer both 
ambulatory and Short Stay Unit (SSU) care shall have Advanced Cardiac Life Support (ACLS) 
capabilities in accordance with the American Heart Association Guidelines. Sec SOP 8.10.2, 

8.10.2.1. Crash Cart Contents at DIHS Medical Referral Centers. Crash carts in ambulatory 
and SSU care medical facilities must contain, at a minimum, the medications and equipment 
specified by the most current American Heart Association Guidelines. See SOP 8.10.1 Zoll 
1600/2000 Semiautomatic External Defibrillator. 

The contents of the crash cart will be checked on a monthly basis and after every use by 
designated staff utilizing the Crash Cart Contents Check List form HSD 51. 

The crash cart medications will be checked on a monthly basis and after every use by the 
pharmacy staff, utilizing the Crash Cart Medication Check List form HSD 52. 


8.11. HIV/AIDS. To the extent possible, the accurate diagnosis and medical management of HIV 
infection among detainees will be promoted. The diagnosis of AIDS is established only by a licensed 
physician based on a medical history, current clinical evaluation of signs and symptoms, and laboratory 
testing. 

Routine mass testing for HIV infection will not be conducted. HIV testing will be performed only when 
clinically indicated, on an individual basis, or when requested by a detainee and deemed necessary by 
the medical provider. 

If a provider determines that HIV testing is indicated based on clinical evaluation,, the test may be 
performed only after pre-test counseling is completed and a consent form is signed utilizing form DIHS- 
75. 
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The results of the HIV test will be reviewed by the CD or designee. The detainee will receive post test 
counseling regardless of the results. 

If a detainee is found to be HIV positive using the ELISA test, they will not be diagnosed with HIV 
infection until the ELISA test has been confirmed by a Western Blot or a comparable test. If the results 
of both the ELISA and Western Blot test confirm HIV seropositivity, post-test counseling will be 
provided. Whenever possible, such counseling should be given by a mental health professional in the 
native language of the detainee and whenever possible, will also be provided in writing in the native 
language. Both pre and post-counseling must be documented in the detainee’s medical record. 

Counseling must include, but is not limited to, the following: 

XFacts about the cause and progression of HIV infection 
XTreatment techniques 

XEffcctive measures to prevent transmission of infection to others 

If a non-DIHS interpreter is used, the DIHS staff must ensure compliance with confidentiality and 
security of medical information by obtaining signed consent for disclosure to a non-DIHS interpreter. 

8.11.1. Specific, DIHS-approved guidelines for the management of HIV infection are included in 
the Infectious Diseases Management Clinical Guidelines (most current version can be found on the 
Division web site). 

8.11.2. Precautions. Standard (Universal) precautions are to be used at all times when caring for 
detainees. It should be assumed that all detainees are infectious for blood-borne pathogens. No 
additional special precautions are required for the care of HIV-positive detainees. 

8.1 1.3. Staff Risk/Responsibility. Staff will not be excused from carrying out their regular duties 
and responsibilities with respect to detainees who are suspected or diagnosed as having HIV 
infection, unless the DIHS staff member is at high risk for infection because of compromised 
immune status (e.g. HIV infection or immunosuppressive therapy). If a DIHS staff member believes 
that he or she is at risk, they are responsible for discussing this issue with the supervisor. The 
employee’s concerns will be evaluated by the Clinical Director and HSA who will adjust the 
individual's work responsibilities to lessen the risk to themselves or others. 

8.11.4. Staff with HIV. Any DIHS staff member who is known to be HIV positive shall be 
managed according to the guidelines developed by the Office of Personnel Management and the 
Division of Commissioned Personnel. They will: 

X Be treated with the same considerations as employees who suffer from other serious illnesses 
XBe accorded all employee rights, such as leave, job restructuring, and flexible scheduling, 
including the right to strict medical confidentiality 



651 


Chapter 8, Page 1 0 
February 2009 

XBe expected to fulfill all obligations and responsibilities pursuant to their assignment which 
can be conducted safely and effectively, and which do not pose a special risk to the individual 
or to other persons 

XBe accommodated to the greatest extent possible with respect to daily work activities in 
response to the consequences of infection, consistent with meeting program goals and 
satisfying personal health needs. 

8.11.5. Education. Each medical facility shall have an on-going education program that 
effectively communicates to DIHS staff the known facts about HIV infection and preventative 
measures. 

The program will address the following about HIV: 

XInfectious agent 
XEffects of infection 
XModes of transmission 
XRecommended preventative methods 
XCurrent materials for review 
XUse of multi-media teaching aids 
XMental health aspects 

Each medical facility will appoint a DIHS resource person responsible for the ongoing dissemination 
of current HIV information. 

8.11.6. Confidentiality. Strict confidentiality procedures shall be followed concerning the health 
records of detainees with HIV and/or AIDS. Confidentiality with regard to HIV is the same as for 
any other medical condition. 


8.12. Sexually Transmitted Disease Prevention, Treatment, and Control. Providers shall follow the 
current sexually transmitted disease (STD) prevention, treatment, and control guidelines established by 
the CDC. All on-site treatment provided to the detainee should be directly administered and supervised 
on a daily basis and appropriately documented in the health record. Upon identification of a detainee 
with an STD, the recent sexual partners should be identified, examined, and treated as though infected, 
to the extent possible. 

To effectively implement this policy, the Clinical Director is responsible for ensuring the following: 

XThat any detainee for whom STD treatment is prescribed (including juveniles) receives it and that 
it is appropriately documented 

XThat all of the appropriate Federal/State/local reporting requirements are met 

XThat all information regarding appropriate follow-up (including upon release) is provided to the 
detainee and is documented in the health record 
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8,12.1. STD Screening. All detainees over the age of 1 5, regardless of history of sexual activity, 
will be screened for symptoms of STDs. 

Detainees younger than 15, who are determined to be sexually active, will also be screened. STD 
screening will be completed within the first 14 days. RPR/VDRL tests will only be performed when 
clinically indicated. 


8.13. Tuberculosis (TB) Control It is the policy of the D1HS that all DIHS medical facilities 
implement and monitor a tuberculosis control plan. The DIHS Tuberculosis Control Plan is described in 
the DIHS Infection Control Plan and includes the following priority areas: 


• Symptom screening 

• Tuberculin skin testing (TST) 

• Screening with chest x-ray 
■ TB Control Protocols 

• TB Screening 

• Sputum Collection for Individuals with Suspect TB 

1 • Airborne Infection Isolation (All) 

• Consultation and Specialized Services 

• TB Laboratory Result Monitoring 

• Treatment of Suspected Active TB 

• Communication with Local Health Departments 

• Transportation 

• TB Surveillance 

• TB Referrals and Continuity of Care 

• TB Control Checklist and Risk Assessment 

• Contact investigations for tuberculosis 

TB control: In order to prevent the spread of Mycobacteria tuberculosis (TB), detainees with suspected or 
confirmed active TB disease will be immediately placed and remain in airborne infection isolation until no 
longer considered infectious. Referral to the proper health authorities will be made in accordance with state 
and local regulations. Reporting to the DIHS Epidemiology Unit will be accomplished in accordance with 
SOP 8.13. 

Treatment: Tuberculosis will be appropriately and effectively evaluated by consultation with the DIHS 
Medical Director and local Clinical Director, and in coordination with state and local health department 
TB control programs. 
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Tuberculosis Referrals and Continuity of Care (SOP 8.13.1) will be arranged in coordination 

with: 

• state, or local public health authorities in the jurisdiction where the detainee is being 
treated 

• TB referral programs (i.e., Cure TB, TB Net, or the U.S.-Mexico Binational TB Referral 
and Case Management Program) 


TB Risk Assessment: All DIHS medical facilities will undertake a TB risk assessment at least annually 
in accordance with CDC guidelines for the control of tuberculosis in health care settings (see DIRS 
Infection Control Plan). 

Education: Continuing education on tuberculosis will be given to the detainees and staff on an ongoing 
basis. 

The following, policies, procedures and guidelines support the DIHS tuberculosis control program:: 

• DIHS Infection Control Plan 

• DIHS Infectious Diseases Management Clinical Guidelines (most current version) 

• SOP 8.13 Tuberculosis Surveillance 

• SOP 8.13.1 Tuberculosis Referrals and Continuity of Care 

• SOP 8.13.2 Tuberculosis Laboratory Result Monitoring 

• Centers for Disease Control and Prevention and other national guidelines for tuberculosis 
treatment and control are available at: 

http://www.cdc.gov/nchstp/tb/pubs/mmwrhtml/maj_guide.htm 

8.14. Hunger Strike. The medical staff of DIHS shall assure medical management of detainees who 
either declare that they are on a hunger strike or are observed to be on a hunger strike. A hunger strike 
is defined as refraining from eating in excess of 72 hours. DIHS staff will initially and periodically 
counsel any detainee who is on a hunger strike as to the adverse effects of a prolonged hunger strike and 
to promote resumption of normal eating. Hunger strikes in contract facilities will be monitored and 
tracked through the Managed Care Coordinators. Hunger strikes in SPCs are to be reported to the 
Executive Officer to the Associate Director for Field Operations. 

It will be recommended to the ICE that a detainee who is on a hunger strike be isolated from other 

detainees for monitoring purposes. Regular meals and fluids of various kinds should be left with the 
detainee. 

An initial medical and psychiatric evaluation will be conducted and repeated as necessary. The DIHS 
Hunger Strike Monitoring form (DIHS-839) will be used to monitor the patient on a daily basis. This 
form will be kept in the detainee's health record. 
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Any medical procedure or treatment to be performed on a detainee who is on a hunger strike will be 
done only with their informed consent. No medical treatment will be forced upon a detainee. If the 
detainee refuses treatment he/she will be requested to sign a refusal form. 

If the detainee’s condition deteriorates to the point that care is beyond the scope of management by the 
DIHS staff and life may be in jeopardy, the Clinical Director will notify ICE and initiate the process for 
Force Feeding (See Hunger Strike/Force Feeding SOP 8.14). At the conclusion of any hunger strike, 
the DIHS staff will provide the detainee continued medical and psychiatric follow-up care as necessary. 
Discontinuation of hunger strikes in SPCs are to be reported to the Executive Officer to the Field 
Operations Associate Director. 


8.15, Immunizations. Providers, when performing a health assessment, shall determine the 
immunization status of the detainee. An immunization schedule will not be initiated for all detainees. 
The DIHS policy is designed to meet two purposes: 

XTo prevent outbreaks of communicable diseases in a detained population 

XTo provide individual detainee protection in the event of a disease outbreak 

When it is determined that immunizations will be administered, CDC, American Association of 
Pediatrics (AAP), and American College of Immunization Practices (ACIP) guidelines must be 
instituted and the appropriate immunization records be kept as a part of the health record on Standard 
From 601, Immunization Record. 

The Clinical Director is responsible for ensuring the following: 

XThat the appropriate informed consent is obtained prior to immunization and kept as a part of the 
health record 

XThat adverse reactions to immunizations are reported utilizing the MEDWATCH Form FDA 3500 

XThat all the Federal/State/local reporting requirements are met 

The following precautions should be kept in mind regarding immunizations: 

XWhenever possible, live-virus vaccines should be administered on the same day, or should be 
given at least 30 days apart. 

XTuberculin testing should be done either on the same day that live-virus vaccines are administered, 
or no sooner than four to six weeks after immunization. 

Xlmmunization with live virus vaccines should not, in most circumstances, be performed on persons 
known to be infected with HIV. 

X Allergy history must be determined prior to administering any vaccines. An emergency protocol 
for anaphylaxis or other allergic response shall be immediately instituted as defined in local 
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operational procedures. 

XPregnant detainees should not be given live, attenuated-virus vaccines. This includes female 
juveniles who are under the care of DIHS. All women receiving these vaccines should be advised 
against pregnancy for a three month period after vaccination. 

8.16. Treatment of Juveniles. Unaccompanied juveniles or unemancipated juveniles not accompanied 
by an adult receive the same screening, treatment, and evaluation as adults detained by ICE. However, 
juveniles are given routine immunizations in accordance with CDC, AAP, and ACIP recommendations 
and guidelines. Pediatric Physical Assessment Flow Sheets (DIHS 851 - 866) will be utilized for the 
initial assessment of all juveniles. 

Unaccompanied juveniles are usually transferred to a juvenile facility but may continue to receive their 
medical care at the Service Processing Center (SPC). The Juvenile Transfer/Release Summary Form 
(DIHS 845) is completed each time a juvenile is treated at the SPC. 

This allows for transfer of important information regarding the treatment received and any instruction 
for home care to the juvenile housing facility staff. For unaccompanied juveniles who are detained in a 
location not in close proximity to an SPC, medical care is arranged through the JMS to be performed by 
authorized medical providers and health care facilities. The ICE assumes custody of these juveniles and 
signs any required medical forms for them. 

8.16.1. Immunizations. All unaccompanied juveniles under the age of 18, who are in-processed 
through an SPC, are immunized before being transferred to a juvenile facility. The Consent Form 
(HSD 701) is signed by the ICE Officer in Charge of the SPC (after reading important information 
about the diseases and the vaccines) and is kept in the medical record. A record of the 
immunizations is documented on the Immunization Record (SF - 601). 

When a juvenile is immunized at an SPC, a copy of the Juvenile Transfer/Release Summary Form 
(DIHS 845) stating that the immunizations were given is sent to the receiving institution and the 
original is kept in the medical record. 


All juveniles are considered not to have been immunized in their country of origin unless they have 
written documentation. See National Juvenile Immunization Protocol SOP 8.16.1. 


8.17. Patient Education. Detainees will receive health education pertinent to their care and medical 
condition. The health care provider will first assess the learning needs of the detainee, and then provide 
interactive education in the detainee's first language. The information provided may include the 
following topics as indicated: 

- Results of physical examination and diagnostic test 

- Safe and effective medication use 
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- Possible side effects of prescribed medications 

- Safe use of assigned medical equipment or devices, such as canes, walkers, crutches, splints, etc. 

- Modified or therapeutic diets 

- Techniques for functional independence 

- How to access health care resources 

- How to obtain further care 

- Patient responsibilities in the care process 

- Any other information pertinent to their well-being 

The primary method of patient education will be one-on-one with the health care provider. A resource 
book of health education handouts is available at each medical facility. This book includes materials 
pertinent to the most commonly seen conditions, translated in several languages. The numbering of 
these handouts will assist with documentation in the medical record. 

The documentation in the patient medical record will reflect that the information was given and that the 
patient has verbalized their understanding of the information provided. 


8.18. Short-Stay Unit (SSU). SSU areas are available to provide continuous medical, mental health, 
nursing, or pharmaceutical care to detainees who require bed rest, restriction of activity and movement, 
supervised therapy or continuous surveillance. These areas are not intended to house detainees who 
require hospitalization. See Short Stay Unit SOP 8.18. 

A Length of Stay (LOS) less than 24 hours is considered an observation in the SSU. A LOS of 24 hours 
or greater is considered an admission. 

SSU bed utilization is controlled by the Clinical Director, in coordination with the HSA. However, full 
support of the overall needs of DIHS is expected when detainee placement is requested by another DIHS 
facility or by DIHS Headquarters. 

8.18.1. Operation. SSUs operate 24 hours a day, seven days a week. The healthcare staff has authority 
over the movement of detainees to and from the SSU. The Clinical Director provides supervision and 
oversight of the care provided in the SSU. In coordination with the HSA, the CD will determine the 
level of care required by all detainees within the SSU, and will assure that staffing is present to provide 
the appropriate level of care. At a minimum, one healthcare staff will be assigned to the SSU at all 
times when detainees are present. The level of care provided by the healthcare staff will depend upon 
the needs of the detainees housed in the SSU, as determined by the Clinical Director. Each detainee 
admitted to the SSU will be assigned a “Level of Care.” The level of care is defined as the following: 

Level 1 Admitted for assistance with Activities of Daily Living (ADLs), oral medication, 
dressing changes, routine observation, or alternative housing for therapeutic purposes. 


Level 2 


Admitted for the same reasons as Level 1, but require intravenous medications 
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provided intermittently through an IV heparin lock, or require special needs which can be 
provided during routine working hours. 

Level 3 Requires continuous IV infusion even if only to keep the vein open (KVO), or 
requires continuous special needs as determined by the Clinical Director. 

Level 1 will require that an LVN/LPN or equivalent, appropriately trained healthcare staff be 
assigned to the SSU. Level 2 will require that an RN or equivalent, appropriately trained healthcare 
staff be present for the infusion or other special need. Level 3 will require the assignment of an RN 
or equivalent, appropriately trained healthcare staff at all times. In addition to matching the skill 
level of the staff assigned to the SSU to the needs of each detainee, the CD and HSA will also assure 
that the number of skilled healthcare staff assigned to the SSU is sufficient to meet the workload 
volume demands of the admitted detainee population. 

In addition to the above considerations, a physician/NP/PA must be on duty or on call to the SSU 24 
hours a day, seven days a week. Unless otherwise ordered by the CD, healthcare staff will perform 
the following: 

-Nursing staff will round on each detainee at the beginning of each shift, with 
documentation in the medical record 

-A physician, nurse practitioner, and/or physician assistant will round on each detainee once per 
shift, with documentation in the medical record 

The exact elements of patient care in the SSU are at the discretion of the CD, e.g. how often 
vital signs are taken, how many notes per day, etc. Healthcare staff is required to round and 
document, specific to the admitting diagnosis, on each detainee housed in the SSU at least once per 
day in order to document interaction with the detainee and to assure that the detainee is doing well 
both subjectively and objectively. 

8,18.2. Admission Criteria. Detainees must meet at least one of the following criteria for 
admission: 

XIn need of constant medical care but do not require hospitalization 
XIn need of supervised medical, surgical or psychotropic therapy (to include all modes of 
therapy); 

XHave disabilities that curtail their functioning in the general population 
XHave suicidal ideation or gestures that do not require hospitalization, but need observation in a 
controlled environment 

XAt risk of clinical deterioration by remaining in the general population in the opinion of the 
medieal staff 

XHave a highly contagious disease requiring medical isolation. 
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8.18.3. Admissions. Patients placed in the SSU for less than 24 hours will be considered under 
observation. These patients do not require a separate medical record. Entries should be made on the 
progress notes as often as necessary. Patients that remain in the SSU at 24 hours or greater will 
require a complete admission. 

SSUs located within the medical facilities shall have an established admission process addressing 
admitting privileges, components of the health record, and admitting/discharge procedures, 

8.18.3.1. Admitting privileges. Only the healthcare providers noted below can admit detainees 
to the SSU. All admissions will be done in conjunction with the Clinical Director. 

XClinical Director 
XStaff Physicians 

XNurse Practitioners/Physician Assistants 

XPsychiatrist 

XDentist 

XPsychologist may co-admit with a physician 

8.18.3.2. SSU Record. The SSU record begins with the decision to house the detainee in the 
SSU. For detainees under observation (in the SSU for less than 24 hours), the electronic health 
record will reflect the reason for the SSU housing as well as the plan for monitoring and care. 

For detainees admitted to the SSU, the record will reflect the reason for the SSU admission, a 
history and physican examination, and the plan for monitoring and care. 

8.18.3.3. Admitting Process. See Short Stay Unit SOP 8.18. 

8.18.3.4. Daily Visit Process. See Short Stay Unit SOP 8.18. 

8.18.3.5. Discharge Process. Sec Short Stay Unit SOP 8.18. 

8.18.3.6. Duties and Responsibilities. See Short Stay Unit SOP 8.18 

8.18.3.7. Security. Safety and security in the SSU is the responsibility of ICE. An Immigration 
Enforcement Agent or Security Guard must be present at all times at the nursing station or in the 
unit when detainees are present. The HS A is responsible for negotiating specific duties and 
responsibilities of the officer/guard with the ICE. 

8.19. Medical/Psychiatric Alert. The main purpose of the Med/Psych Alert Form (D1HS-834) is to 
notify the ICE OIC that detainees with certain medical/psychiatric conditions must receive clearance by 
the DIHS prior to leaving the SPC. This form is also used when a detainee requires a medical escort if 
deported or transferred. DIHS-834 will be printed on brightly colored paper. 
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8.19.1. Completion of the Form. The Med/Psych Alert Form (DIHS-834) is filled out by any 
member of the clinical staff immediately in relation to: 

XA medical escort 

X"Pill line" or directly observed therapy 
XMedical care requiring ongoing therapy such as: 
o Active TB 
o All chronic conditions 
o Other infectious diseases 
o Ongoing physical therapy 

XMental health care requiring ongoing therapy such as: 
o Suicide risk 

o Potential for violent behavior 
XShort-stay unit care 
XNotification of pregnant females 

8.19.2. Disposition of the form. The original will be filed in the medical record and a copy given 

to the ICE. Upon receipt of this form for filing in the medical record, the medical records staff will 
flag the medical alert field in the DMIS. 


8.20. Detainee Special Needs. The Detainee Special Needs Form (DIHS-819) will be used to make 
appropriate recommendations to the ICE when a detainee’s medical condition requires: 

XScgregation 
XMedical isolation 
XObservation 

XRestriction of routine activities/bed rest 
XTherapeutic diet 
X Change of dressing 
XAdministration of daily medication 
XSpecial equipment 

The section “Other" of the DIHS-819 will be used for any other special need(s) as deemed necessary by 
the health care provider including any significant medical/mcntal condition or disability that the ICE 
OIC should take into consideration prior to housing, work and program assignments, disciplinary 
measures, and admission to and transfer from institutions. 

The DIHS-819 will be completed and signed by the health care provider recommending the special 
need(s) of the detainee. The original will be filed in the health record and a copy will be given to the 
ICE. 
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The ICE OIC shall be informed, as appropriate, when a detainee has special needs as identified by DIHS 
staff. Chronic medical problems shall be identified on the problem list. Special need(s) for acute 
medical problems will be documented in progress notes and the ICE notified of any specific problem(s) 
or special requirement(s). 


8.21. Nutrition Guidelines. An adequate diet based on the United States Department of Agriculture 
and the Department of Health and Human Services’ Dietary Guidelines for Americans 2005 will be 
supplied to all detainees including those in segregation. Menus will be planned by the Food Service 
Director of the ICE SPC with input from a Registered/Licensed Dietitian. The standard menus will 
consist of 35 days per the ICE Detention Standards. The menus will be reviewed by a dietitian at least 
every six months or when any substantial change in the menu is made to assure nutritional adequacy for 
appropriate age groups. Review may take place through documented on -site visit or by written 
consultation. Written documentation of menu reviews will include the date, signature, and title of the 
consulting dietitian. As well, menu evaluations will be conducted quarterly by food service supervisory 
staff to verify adherence to the established basic daily servings. 

All infants who may be seen by DIHS providers will have a complete nutritional history documented in 
their chart. This history will include quantity and frequencies of breast or formula feeding, types of age 
appropriate solid foods, and any history of malnutrition of the infant or mother during her pregnancy. 

8.21.1. Therapeutic Diets. Detainees with certain chronic and temporary medical/dental 
conditions and/or psychological conditions will receive individual dietary consideration as deemed 
necessary. The Clinical Director has authorized that a physician/NP/PA/RN may prescribe 
therapeutic diets utilizing the Detainee Special Needs Form (DIHS-8I9). 

The order will include the type of diet, the duration not to exceed 3 months, and any special 
instructions. The only therapeutic diets that will be ordered will come from the American Dietetic 
Association’s Manual of Clinical Dietetics or another diet manual approved by the National 
Nutrition Consultant. All other diets are inappropriate diet orders. The most common therapeutic 
diets for ordering on the Special Needs Form arc: 

General Diet (the diet that all healthy detainees receive from the food service) 

Clear Liquid 
Full Liquid 
Soft 

Mechanical Soft 
Cholesterol/fat controlled 
Low Salt (3-4 gm NA) 

Diabetic (1500 Kcal, 1800 Real, 2000 Real, 2200 Real, 2400 Real, 2600 Real) 

High Calorie (General Diet and snacks) 

Protein Controlled (need to specify the grams of protein and modify the food service meal 
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pattern according to the protein level) 

Others may be used as long as they are diets referenced from an approved diet manual. 

8.21.2 Diet Education. Education will be provided to detainees about nutrition interventions, 
therapeutic diets, and food-drug interactions when applicable. This information can be provided 
by any qualified member of the healthcare team. 

When detainees refuse prescribed diets, follow-up nutrition counseling will be provided to the 
patient including the health risk associated with not following the prescribed diet. This 
counseling will be documented in the health record 

8.21.3 Diet Manual. Therapeutic diets that are approved for use in the DIHS/ICE facilities are 
outlined in the American Dietetic Association (ADA) Manual of Clinical Dietetics. If another 
diet manual is desired for use, it will be approved by the DIHS National Consultant Dietitian for 
use. This manual will be available in the health services and food services areas for reference 
and information. For ordering information, contact the American Dietetic Association at: 

American Dietetic Association 
216 West Jackson Blvd. 

Chicago, IL 60606-6995 
Phone: 800-877-1600, ext 5000 

8.21.4 Staff Training. The food service staff will be trained at least annually, by a dietitian or 
designated medical staff member on the preparation of therapeutic diets, including appropriate 
substitutions and portions. There is additional guidance in the Standards for Health Services in 
Jails, edition 2003. 

Medical staff will receive training at least annually, by a pharmacist or other qualified medical 
staff designated by the clinical director in food-drug interactions. 

8.21.5 Religious and Vegetarian Diets. Special diets for detainees whose religious beliefs 
require adherence to certain dietary laws are approved through the facility’s chaplain, not the 
medical department. This includes all vegetarian diet requests. 


8.22. Organ Transplantation. It is the policy of the Division of Immigration Health Services to offer 
organ transplantation to detainees. Division guidelines will establish eligible detainees and will be a 
reflection of medical need and indication, the psychological state of the detainee, and the immigration 
status. Detainees meeting the Division’s criteria will be referred for transplant evaluation. Final 
selection as a candidate for organ transplantation will be determined by the regional organ transplant 
board . 
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Because organ transplantation involves the utilization of scarce resources, it is imperative that all 
potential transplant candidates be evaluated not only for medical need, but also for the likelihood of a 
successful transplant. With many transplants, there are rigorous medical regimens that involve 
immunosuppressants, frequent follow up, periods of severe depression, and severe medication side 
effects. Tolerating and strictly adhering to the medical regimen is essential to the success of the 
transplantation. Poor compliance can lead to death of the detainee if organ rejection occurs. 

Psychological evaluation prior to transplantation has become a standard of care in establishing an 
individual’s candidacy for organ transplant. 

The ICE status of a detainee is also an important factor in establishing transplantation eligibility. It is 
important for all transplant candidates to be able to have access to post-transplantation follow up and 
medications. If this access is limited by possible deportation, non-availability of appropriate care in the 
country of origin, or other ICE status issues that would affect a person’s access to post-transplant care, 
then this will affect their eligibility to receive organ transplantation. See SOP 8.22. 

8.23. Clinical Practice Guidelines. The DIHS will develop and use clinical practice guidelines which 
describe the processes used to evaluate and treat a patient having a specific diagnosis, condition, or 
symptom. 

8.23.1 Methodology. Clinical practice guidelines are developed through the Medical Services 
Branch. The selection of diagnoses is determined by the periodic survey of the most common 
diagnosis seen in all medical facilities (at least every six months). Infectious diseases diagnoses will 
be selected based on prevalence in the correctional setting and CDC guidelines. The guidelines that 
are developed will be based on the American Medical Association, Agency for Health Care Policy 
and Research and other agency guidelines. Each clinical practice guideline will undergo a six month 
“trial” after which input will be solicited from the providers and refinements made as necessary. 

The guideline will then be reviewed by the EC for approval. After EC approval the guidelines will 
be distributed as applicable. Clinical practice guidelines may be modified for use by licensed 
independent practitioners and other healthcare professionals subsequent to prior review and approval 
by the DIHS Medical Director. 

Clinical practice guidelines will be reviewed by the National Performance Improvement and 
Pharmacy and Therapeutics committee at least annually. This multidisciplinary group will assure 
that appropriate clinical and financial resources are available for successful implementation and to 
assess effectiveness based on monitoring processes. 

8.23.2 Monitoring. Performance measures will be incorporated into each guideline. National 
outcome studies will be developed to assess the effectiveness of the clinical guidelines. 

8.24. Tobacco abatement. Written materials will be made available regarding nicotine prevention 
and abatement. Appropriate replacement products may be made available if medically indicated. The 
Clinical Director must submit a written justification of the medical necessity for the use of nicotine 
replacement products to the Medical Director for review. The use of any nicotine replacement 
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products will be subject to approval by the Medical Director. 

8.25 Varicella and Shingles. The medical staff of DIHS shall assure management of detainees 
with active varicella or shingles and management of those detainees who have been exposed to 
an active case. Only detention staff/medical staff who are immune to varicella should have any 
contact with the detainee that has active varicella or active shingles or those on the 21 -day 
isolation period. Detainee visitations can continue, although limitations should be considered for 
susceptible detainee contacts, and restrictions should be imposed for detainees with varicella. 
Consideration for possible treatment with Varicella Zoster Immune Globulin (VZIG) 


1. Susceptible detainee contacts that are pregnant, or have impaired 
immunity should be considered for post-exposure prophylaxis with VZIG 
(which can be administered within 96 hours of exposure). In pregnant 
women, VZIG does not prevent congenital varicella syndrome or neonatal 
varicella but limits the severe complications of varicella in the mother. 
Management with VZIG is determined by the Clinical Director or their 
designee. 

2. Special consideration must be given to patient risk factors with administration 

especially including but not limited to persons with renal dysfunction, 
diabetes 

mellitus, advanced age or > 65 and volume depletion. 

3. Susceptible detainee contacts should ordinarily not be transferred or moved 
until the incubation period has lapsed however, if detainees need to be moved 
from the isolation area then a mask should be worn at all times and the 
following applies: 

(See Post-Exposure Management of Varicella and Shingles SOP 8.25). 

8.26 Availability of Health Care in Other Countries. DIHS provides medical recommendations 
for availability of health care in other countries. DIHS responds to Immigration’s request regarding 
availability of health care for detained and non-detained aliens who may be returning to their 
country of origin or another country. Requests are sent to the Consultant Services Coordinator in the 
Clinical Branch (See Availability of Health Care SOP 8.26.). 

8.27 Infection Control. Refer to the DIHS Infection Control Plan regarding DIHS' Infection 
Control Program. 

8.28 Aviation Medicine Program (AMP). The Chief of the Aviation Medicine Program reports 
directly to the DIHS Medical Director. The DIHS Mental Health Consultant as well as all available 
Clinical Directors will serve as consultants to the AMP for medical escort concerns. 
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8.28.1 Medical Escort. A health care provider may accompany the transport of an alien along with 
a minimum of two ICE officers. During transport, the medical escort shall sit as close as possible to 
the alien and the two ICE officers. If the alien has a medical condition it is preferable that the 
medical escort sits next to the alien if security is not compromised. If the alien has a psychiatric 
condition or is potentially combative, the ICE officers shall sit next to the alien assuring a safe 
environment during transport. In tum the medical escort shall sit as close as possible to the ICE 
officers escorting the alien. At no time will the medical escort assume security responsibilities for 
the alien while in the air or on the ground. Prescribed medication can be provided to an alien if they 
are at immediate risk to cause harm to self or others as outlined in the DIHS Clinical Practice 
Guidelines and Protocols for Management of Combative Detainees During Transport. Physical 
restraint, if required, is the responsibility of the ICE officers or other security personnel. Form 
AMP-002 (DIHS Aviation Medicine In-Transit Progress Notes and Medieal Summary) may be used 
to document medical interventions, medication administration, significant and pertinent medical 
observations and findings during transport. When a medical escort is initiated outside of the DIHS, 
any medication and/or treatment orders provided should be attached to Form AMP-002 and 
appropriate documentation made on the form. Form AMP - 003 (OTC Medication Administration 
Record) may be used when administering OTC medications during a chartered flight. Upon 
completion of the medical escort, the completed AMP-002, and AMP- 003 form should be 

forwarded to the DIHS Aviation Medicine Program. For more information please refer to SOP 

8.28.1 (Medical Escorts). 

8.28.2 Medication During International Escort. Due to the uncertain response of many 
governments toward individuals entering their country with medication/s and related supplies 
(syringes and needles) in their possession, all personnel performing international medical/psychiatric 
escort services arc provided the following guidance: 

• Medication is to be administered only as directed by a physician’s written orders 
while en route to deportation destination. 

• Administration of medication and or treatment performed is to be documented 
appropriately as defined by DIHS policy. 

• Escorts are not to disembark aircraft at final destination with any medication or 
supplies (syringes and needles). All unused medication & supplies are to be 
disposed of on the aircraft, just prior to landing, unless these supplies have been 
pre-coordinated to be left with the detainee or the medical personnel/family 
receiving the detainee. 


8.29. Risk Management Activities 

Risk management activities specifically related to medical procedures and patient safety will be 
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defined and described in national standard operating procedure. This will include but is not 
limited to relevant Patient Safety Goals as identified by the Joint Commission on Accreditation 
of Healthcare Organizations (JCAHO) and other relevant accrediting organizations or 
applicable laws and regulations. 

8.29.1. Patient Safety Universal Protocol (Time Out) 

Patient Safety requirements identified and mandated by the Joint Commission on Accreditation 
of Healthcare Organizations, designed to prevent wrong site, wrong procedure, and wrong 
person during invasive procedures are detailed in DIHS SOP 8.29.1 Universal Protocol “Time 
Out” for invasive procedures. 
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ICE/DR O DETENTION STANDARD 

SUICIDE PREVENTION AND INTERVENTION 

I. PURPOSE AND SCOPE. This Detention Standard protects the health and well- 
being of immigration detainees through a comprehensive Suicide Prevention and 
Intervention Program that minimizes risk. 

This Detention Standard applies to the following types of facilities housing detainees: 

• Service Processing Centers (SPCs); 

• Contract Detention Facilities (CDFs); and 

• State or local government facilities used by DRO through Intergovernmental Service 
Agreements (IGSAs) to hold detainees for more than 72 hours. 

Procedures in italics are specifically required for SPCs and CDFs. IGSAs must 
conform to these procedures or adopt, adapt or establish alternatives, provided they meet 
or exceed the intent represented by these procedures. 

Some terms used in this document may be defined in the separate Definitions Standard. 

II. EXPECTED OUTCOMES. The expected outcomes of this Detention Standard are: 

1. All staff responsible for supervising detainees will be trained, initially during 
orientation and at least annually, on effective methods of suicide prevention and 
intervention with detainees. 

2. Staff will act to prevent suicides with appropriate sensitivity, supervision, and 
medical referrals. 

3. Any clinically suicidal detainee will receive preventive supervision, treatment, and 
therapeutic follow-up, in accordance with ICE policy. 

4. The information in this standard will be communicated in a language or manner 
which the detainee can understand. 

III. DIRECTIVES AFFECTED. This Detention Standard replaces Suicide Prevention and 
Intervention dated 9/20/2000. 

IV. REFERENCES 

American Correctional Association 4th Edition, Standards for Adult Detention Facilities: 
4-ALDF-4C-32, 4C-33, 2A-52. 

American Correctional Association Performance-Based Standards for Correctional 
Health Care in Adult Correctional Institutions: 1-HC-1A-27, 1-HC-1A-30. 

National Commission on Correctional Health Care, Standards for Health Services in 
Jails. (2008): J-E-02, J-E-05, J-G-05, Appendix C 

ICE/DRO National Detention Standard on Medical Care 
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V. EXPECTED PRACTICES- Suicide Prevention and Intervention Program 
Requirements 

Each detention facility shall have a written suicide prevention and intervention program 
(the “Program”) that is reviewed and approved by the clinical health authority, approved 
and signed by the administrative health authority and facility administrator and reviewed 
annually. 

At a minimum, the Program shall include procedures to address suicidal detainees. Key 
components of this program include: 

• staff training, 

• identification, 

• referral, 

• evaluation, 

• treatment, 

• housing, 

• monitoring, 

• communication, 

• intervention, 

• notification and reporting, 

• review, and 

• debriefing. 

A, Staff Training 

All facility staff who interact with and/or are responsible for detainees shall be trained, 
during orientation and at least annually, on: 

• recognizing verbal and behavioral cues that indicate potential suicide, 

• demographic, cultural, and precipitating factors of suicidal behavior, 

• responding to suicidal and depressed detainees, 

• effective communication between correctional and health care personnel, 

• necessary referral procedures, 

• constant observation and suicide-watch procedures, 

• follow-up monitoring of detainees who have already attempted suicide, and 

• reporting and written documentation procedures. 

B. Identification 

Detainees may be identified as being at risk for suicide at any time. 

Initial Screening 

All detainees shall receive an initial mental health screening, by a qualified health 
care professional or health-trained Correctional Officer, who has been specially 
trained, within 24 hours of admission. The results of the screening will be 
documented on the approved intake screening form which contains observation and 
interview items related to potential suicide risk. 
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Ongoing Identification 

Detainees also may be identified as being at risk for suicide at any time while in 
ICE custody. This identification may be through self-referral or through daily 
observation and/or interaction with medical staff, contract security staff, or an ICE 
officer. 

Suicidal Detainee 

If a detainee is identified as being suicidal, the detainee is removed from general 
population, placed on suicide precautions and is referred immediately to qualified 
medical staff. 

If medical staff determines that a detainee is at imminent risk of bodily injury or 
death, medical staff may make a recommendation to hospitalize the detainee for 
purposes of his or her evaluation and/or treatment. If the detainee is mentally 
competent and refuses, it may be necessary to petition the appropriate federal court 
to intervene against the detainee’s refusal for purposes of his or her hospitalization 
and treatment. In such cases, ICE counsel should be consulted as to appropriate 
further action. 

C. Referral 

Detainees who are identified as being “at risk” for suicide shall immediately be 
referred to the mental health provider or other appropriately trained medical staff 
member for evaluation. The evaluation will take place within 24 hours. Until this 
evaluation takes place, security staff will place the detainee in a secure environment on 
a constant one-to-one visual observation. 

D. Evaluation 

Appropriately trained and qualified medical staff shall evaluate the detainee within 24 
hours of the referral. 

This evaluation will be documented in the medical record and include: 

• relevant history, 

• environmental factors, 

• lethality of suicide plan, 

• psychological factors, 

• a determination of level of suicide risk, 

• level of supervision needed, 

• referral/transfer for inpatient care (if needed), 

• instructions to medical staff for care, and 

• reassessment time frames. 

Detainees who are placed on suicide watch are to be re-evaluated by appropriately 
trained and qualified medical staff on a daily basis and this re-evaluation is documented 
in the detainee’s medical record. 
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Only the mental health professional, clinical medical authority, or designee may 
terminate a suicide watch after a current suicide risk assessment is completed. A 
detainee may not be returned to the general population until this assessment has been 
completed. 

E. Treatment 

Based on the evaluation, the appropriately trained and qualified medical personnel 
will develop a treatment plan placed and documented in the patient's medical record. 
This treatment plan will address the environmental, historical, and psychological 
factors that contribute to the detainee's suicidal ideation. The plan should include: 
strategies and interventions to be followed by the staff and detainee if suicidal 
ideation reoccurs, strategies for improved functioning, and regular follow-up 
appointments based on level of acuity. 

F. Housing and Monitoring 

Constant Observation 

Suicidal detainees should be housed in a room that has been made as suicide- resistant 
as possible. The area selected for suicide watch may be the Short Stay Unit, in 
specially designated cells in the Special Housing Unit, or in other appropriately 
designated locations. 

Security staff shall ensure that the area for suicide observation is initially inspected so 
that there are no objects that pose a threat to the detainee's safety. 

When standard-issue clothing presents a security or medical risk, the detainee is to 
be provided an alternative garment that promotes detainee and staff safety, while 
preventing the humiliation and degradation of the detainee. The clinical medical 
authority or designee will determine appropriate clothing. 

Suicidal detainees will be monitored by assigned security officers who maintain 
constant one-to-one visual observation, 24 hours a day, until the detainee is 
released from suicide watch. The assigned security officer makes a notation every 
15 minutes on the behavioral observation checklist. 

Post-Discharge from Suicide Watch 

All detainees discharged from suicide watch should be re-assessed by an appropriately 
trained and qualified medical staff member at intervals consistent with the level of 
acuity. 

G. Communication 

Transfer of detainee to ICE/DRO custody: 

Upon change of custody to ICE/DRO from federal, state or local custody, ICE/DRO staff 
or designee shall inquire about any known prior suicidal behaviors or actions, and, if 
behaviors or actions are identified, shall ensure detainee safety pending evaluation by a 
medical provider. 
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Continuity of communication regarding detainees in ICE/DRO custody: 

Consistent communication is maintained between medical, mental health and 
correctional staff through a variety of mechanisms to include: intake forms, daily 
briefings, shift change briefings, medical progress notes, special needs forms, 
medical/psychiatric alerts, and transfer summaries. 

H. Intervention 

Following a suicide attempt, security staff shall initiate and continue appropriate life- 
saving measures until relieved by arriving medical personnel. The arriving medical 
personnel shall perform the appropriate medical evaluation and intervention. The 
clinical medical authority or designee will be notified in situations when referral to the 
emergency room of a local hospital is required. 

I Notification and Reporting 

In the event of a suicide attempt or a completed suicide, all appropriate ICE and DIHS 
officials shall be notified through the chain of command. The victim’s family and 
appropriate outside authorities, as appropriate, shall also be immediately notified. 
Medical staff shall complete an Incident Report Form within 24 hours. 

As with all detainee deaths, the DHS Office of Inspector General shall be notified of 
a suicide within 48 hours. 

All staff who came into contact with the victim before the incident should submit a 
statement including their knowledge of the detainee and the incident. 

J. Review 

Every completed suicide and serious suicide attempt shall be subject to a mortality 
review process. ICE shall make arrangements to have a psychological reconstruction 
of the suicide completed. 

K. Debriefing 

A critical incident debriefing shall be offered to all affected staff and detainees. 

Standard Approved: 


James T. Hayes, Jr. Isl 


12 / 5/2008 


James T. Hayes, Jr. Date 

Director 

Office of Detention and Removal Operations 
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Question: How does ICE ensure that medical services requested and approved through the Treatment 
Authorization Request (TAR) process are actually delivered in a timely manner to the detainee who requires 
those services? 

ANSWER: The current methodology available to determine whether care was delivered is to verify each 
individual request with the VA claims division on a case by case basis. Upon implementation of the EHR, all 
health care provided to ICE detainees will be documented in the system and maintained as part of the detainee’s 
permanent medical record. 

The only current methodology available to determine whether care was delivered is to verify each individual 
request with the VA claims division on a case by case basis. Upon implementation of the EHR, all health care 
provided to ICE detainees will be documented in the system and maintained as part of the detainee’s permanent 
medical record. 


Question: Please provide for the record the ICE policy for determining whether a detainee would qualify for 
enrollment in an “Alternatives to Detention” program or for parole due to medical reasons. Does ICE have any 
plans to review this policy? 

ANSWER: There is no written policy for recommending individuals for enrollment into Alternatives to 
Detention, as it is at the discretion of the respective Field Office Director. Alternatives to Detention (ATD) 
programs are intended to provide field and sub-offices with supervision tools to assist in monitoring aliens 
released from custody. The population of ATD programs consists of non-detained docketed aliens who are 
under Orders of Supervision or Release on Recognizance. People who benefit from the ATD program may 
include criminals as well as non-criminals. The Office of Detention and Removal Operations gives preference 
to the following groups for consideration in a ATD program: individuals who are not subject to mandatory 
detention or who have been ordered released by the appropriate judicial authority; individuals who are not 
deemed to be threats to the public or who present a reduced risk of flight; and individuals who have the 
infrastructure in place to support various electronic monitoring technologies. Medical conditions that would 
normally entail a case review and consideration of prosecutorial discretion, including enrollment in an ATD 
program, include advanced chronic conditions with complications, advanced immuno-compromised diseases 
(e.g., HIV/AIDS, cancer), multi-degenerative diseases in the very elderly and significant pregnancy 
complications 

After a careful case review has been completed, a determination to release an alien from custody into an ATD 
program remains at the discretion of DRO. Humanitarian or medical reasons may warrant release on Bond, 
Parole, Order of Supervision or Release on the alien’s Own Recognizance. Participation in an ATD program is 
determined at the discretion of each DRO Field Office (FO) on a case-by-case basis. 

Yes, ICE has plans to review this policy. Secretary Napolitano has asked Special Advisor Schriro to focus 
exclusively on the growth of the detained population including arrest and release practices. The Secretary has 
requested Dr. Schriro to provide preliminary findings and recommendations to her, and this will occur shortly. 
Dr. Schriro testified that she anticipated that a report will be submitted to the Committee shortly thereafter. 


Question: Please provide for the record the ICE policy for transfer of detainee medical records when detainees 
are transferred between detention centers. How does ICE monitor compliance with this policy? Does ICE have 
any plans to review this policy? 

ANSWER: The current ICE Detention Standards regarding transfer of detainee medical records is attached. 
The 2008 Performance Based National Detention Standards guidance regarding transfer of medical records in 
the Medical Care standard is provided as Addendum #4. 
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iCE/DRG DETENTION STANDARD 

MEDICAL CARE 

I. PURPOSE AND SCOPE. This Detention Standard ensures that detainees 
have access to emergent, urgent, or non-emergent medical, dental, and mental 
health care that are within the scope of services provided by the DIHS, so that 
their health care needs are met in a timely and efficient manner. 

This Detention Standard applies to the following types of facilities housing DRO 
detainees: 

• Service Processing Centers (SPCs); 

• Contract Detention Facilities (CDFs); and 

• State or local government facilities used by DRO through Intergovernmental 
Service Agreements (IGSAs) to hold detainees for more than 72 hours. 

Procedures in italics are specifically required for SPCs and CDFs. IGSAs must 
conform to these procedures or adopt, adapt or establish alternatives, provided they 
meet or exceed the intent represented by these procedures. 

Some terms used in this document may be defined in the separate Definitions 
Standard. 

II. EXPECTED OUTCOMES. The expected outcomes of this Detention Standard are: 

1 . Detainees will have access to a continuum of health care services, including 
prevention, health education, diagnosis, and treatment. 

2. Health care needs will be met in a timely and efficient manner. 

3. Newly admitted detainees will be informed, orally and in writing, about how to 
access health services. 

4. Detainees will be able to initiate requests for health services on a daily basis. 

5. Detainees will receive timely follow-up to their health care requests. 

6. Detainees will have continuity of care from admission to transfer, discharge, or 
removal, including referral to community-based providers when indicated. 

7. A detainee who needs health care beyond facility resources will be transferred 
in a timely manner to an appropriate facility where care is available. A written 
list of referral sources, including emergency and routine care, will be 
maintained as necessary and updated at minimum annually. 

8. A transportation system will be available that ensures timely access to health 
care services that are only available outside the facility, including: prioritization 
of medical need, urgency (such as the use of ambulance instead of standard 
transportation) and transfer of medical information. 

9. A detainee who requires close, chronic or convalescent medical supervision will 
be treated in accordance with a written plan approved by licensed physician, 
dentist, or mental health practitioner that includes directions to health care 
providers and other involved medical personnel. 
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10. Detainees will have access to specified 24-hour emergency medical, dental, 
and mental health services. 

1 1 . Minimum requirements for medical housing units will be met. 

12. Female detainees will undergo pregnancy testing and pregnancy management 
services. 

13. Screening, prevention and control measures will be utilized to assist in 
prevention and management of infectious and communicable diseases. 

14. Biohazardous waste will be managed and medical and dental equipment 
decontaminated in accordance with standard medical practices and in 
compliance with applicable laws. 

15. Detainees with chronic conditions will receive care and treatment for conditions 
where non-treatment would result in negative outcomes or permanent disability 
as determined by the clinical medical authority. 

16. The facility administrator will develop a plan to ensure that ICE is notified in 
writing of any detainee whose special medical or mental health needs require 
special consideration in such matters as housing, transfer, or transportation. 

17. Detainees will have access to emergency and specified routine dental care 
provided under direction and supervision of a licensed dentist. 

18. Detainees will be provided health education and wellness information. 

19. Each newly admitted detainee, including transfers, will receive a documented 
medical, dental, and mental health screening upon intake and, within 14 days of 
arrival, a comprehensive health appraisal by qualified personnel in a private 
setting as practicable to ensure safety. 

20. Detainees with suspected or known mental health concerns will be referred as 
needed for evaluation, diagnosis, treatment, and stabilization 

21. Mental health crisis intervention services will be identified and available for 
detainees who experience acute mental health episodes. 

22. Restraints for medical or mental health purposes will be authorized only by the 
facility's clinical medical authority, in accordance with the requirements 
specified in this Detention Standard. 

23. Prior to placement in a non-detention facility or special unit within the facility 
specifically designated for the care of the severely mentally ill or 
developmentally disabled, a detainee shall be afforded due process in 
compliance with applicable laws. 

24. Medical and dental orthoses or prostheses and other aids to impairment are 
supplied in a timely manner when the health of the detainee would otherwise be 
adversely affected, as determined by the responsible physician or dentist. 

25. Detoxification from alcohol, opiates, hypnotics, other stimulants, and sedatives 
is done only under medical supervision in accordance with applicable laws. 

26. Pharmaceuticals and nonprescription medicines will be secured, stored and 
inventoried. 

27. Prescriptions and medications will be ordered, dispensed, and administered in 
a timely and sufficient manner as prescribed by a health care professional. 
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28. Health care services will be administered by the health administrative authority, 
and clinical decisions will be the sole province of the clinical medical authority. 

29. Health care sen/ices will be provided by a sufficient number of appropriately 
trained and qualified personnel, whose duties are governed by thorough and 
detailed job descriptions and who are verifiable licensed, certified, credentialed, 
and/or registered in compliance with applicable state and federal requirements. 

30. Detention and health care personnel will be trained, initially and annually, to 
respond to health-related emergency situations within four minutes and in the 
proper use of emergency medical equipment 

31. Information about each detainee’s health status will be treated as confidential, 
and health records will be maintained in accordance with accepted standards 
separately from other detainee detention files and be accessible only in 
accordance with written procedures and applicable laws. Health record files on 
each detainee will be well organized, available to all practitioners, and properly 
maintained and safeguarded. 

32. Informed consent standards will be observed and adequately documented. 
Staff will make reasonable efforts to ensure that detainees understand their 
medical condition and care. 

33. Medical and mental health interviews, screenings, appraisals, examinations, 
and procedures will be conducted in settings that respect detainees’ privacy in 
accordance with safe and orderly operations of the facility. 

34. Detainees will be provided same sex chaperones as appropriate or as 
requested. 

35. When a detainee is transferred to another facility, the transferring facility will 
send a completed medical transfer summary and other medical documentation 
as appropriate to the receiving facility. 

36. Detainees in Special Management Units will have access to the same health 
care services as detainees in the general population. 

37. Non-English speaking detainees and/or detainees who are deaf and/or hard at 
hearing will be provided interpretation/translation services or other assistance 
as needed for medical care activities. 

38. Detainees with special needs, including physical or developmental disabilities, 
will be evaluated and given the appropriate care and communication their 
situation requires. 


III. DIRECTIVES AFFECTED. This Detention Standard replaces Medical Care 
dated 9/12/2008. 

IV. REFERENCES 

American Correctional Association 4 th Edition Standards for Adult Detention 
Facilities: 4-ALDF-2A-15, 4C-01 through 4C-31, 4C-34 through 4C-41, 4D-01 
through 4D-21, 4D-23 through 4D-28, 2A-45, 7D-25. 

Detention Standard on Environmental Health and Safety, particularly in regard to: 

■ Storing, inventorying, and handling needles and other sharp instruments, 
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■ Standard precautions to prevent contact with blood and other body fluids, 

■ Sanitation and cleaning to prevent and control infectious diseases, and 

■ Disposing of hazardous and infectious waste. 

Detention Standard on Sexual Abuse and Assault Prevention and Intervention. 
Detention Standard on Suicide Prevention and Intervention. 

Detention Standard on Hunger Strikes. 

Detention Standard on Terminal illness, Advance Directives, and Death. 

United States Public Health Service (USPHS) Division of Immigration Health 
Services (DIHS) Policies and Procedures Manual. 

National Commission on Correctional Health Care (NCCHC), Standards for Health 
Services in Jails . 

The Joint Commission (TJC) 

http://www.cdc.gov/tb/Dubs/mmwr/Mai guide/Correctional.htm/ (for CDC guidelines 
on prevention and control of tuberculosis in correctional and detention facilities). 

V. EXPECTED PRACTICES 

A. General 

Every facility shall directly or contractually provide its detainee population: 

■ Initial medical, mental health, and dental screening, 

■ Primary medical and dental care, 

■ Emergency care, 

■ Specialty health care, 

* Timely responses, 

■ Mental health care, and 

■ Hospitalization as needed within the local community 

■ Identification of a health administrative authority and a clinical medical 
authority within the facility. 

B. Designation of Authority 

A designated administrative health authority shall have overall responsibility for 
health care services pursuant to a written agreement, contract, or job description. 
The administrative health authority is a physician, health services administrator, or 
health agency. When the administrative health authority is other than a physician, 
final clinical judgment shall rest with the facility’s designated clinical medical 
authority. 

In no event should clinical decisions be made by non-clinicians. 
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The administrative health authority shall be authorized and responsible for making 
decisions about the deployment of health resources and the day-to-day operations 
of the health services program. 

A designated clinical medical authority shall have overall responsibility for medical 
clinical care pursuant to a written agreement, contract, or job description. The clinical 
medical authority is a physician, licensed independent practitioner, or other clinically 
trained professional designated by a physician to have final medical decision-making 
authority. In the event that the clinical medical authority is not a licensed physician, 
the clinical medical authority must establish a physician-level collaboration for 
purposes of medical management and professional collaboration. The clinical 
medical authority together with the administrative health authority establishes the 
processes and procedures necessary to meet the medical standards outlined herein. 

All facilities shall provide a medical staff and sufficient support personnel to meet 
these Standards. A staffing plan, which is reviewed at least annually by the 
administrative health authority, identifies the positions needed to perform the 
required services. 

Health care personnel perform duties for which they are credentialed by training, 
licensure, certification, job descriptions, and/or written standing or direct orders by 
personnel authorized by law to give such orders. 

The facility administrator, in collaboration with the clinical medical authority and 
administrative health authority, negotiates and maintains arrangements with nearby 
medical facilities or health care providers to provide required health care not 
available within the facility, as well as identifying custodial officers to transport and 
remain with detainees for the duration of any off-site treatment or hospital admission. 

C. Communicable Disease and Infection Control 
1. General 

Each facility shall have written plans that address the management of infectious 
and communicable diseases, including prevention, education, identification, 
surveillance, immunization (when applicable), treatment, follow-up, isolation 
(when indicated), and reporting to local, state, and federal agencies. 

Plans shall include: 

■ Coordination with public health authorities; 

■ Ongoing education for staff and detainees; 

■ Control, treatment and prevention strategies; 

■ Protection of individual confidentiality; 

■ Media relations; 

■ Procedures for the identification, surveillance, immunization, follow-up and 
isolation of patients; 

■ Manage infectious diseases and report them to local and/or state health 
departments in accordance with established guidelines and applicable 
laws; and 
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■ Management of biohazardous waste and decontamination of medical and 
dental equipment that complies with applicable laws and Detention 
Standard on Environmental Health and Safety. 

Facilities shall comply with current and future plans implemented by federal, state 
or local authorities addressing specific public health issues including 
communicable disease reporting requirements. Infectious and communicable 
disease control activities shall be reviewed and discussed with ICE in the 
Quarterly Administrative Meetings required later in this Detention Standard. 


2. Additional Requirements Regarding Tuberculosis (TB) 

As indicated below in the section on Medical Screening of New Arrivals, 
screening for tuberculosis is initiated at intake and in accordance with Center for 
Disease Control and Prevention (CDC) guidelines. 

All new arrivals shall receive TB screening within 12 hours of intake and using 
methods in accordance with CDC guidelines for non-minimal risk detention 
facilities [symptom screening plus at least one of the following: tuberculin skin 
test (TST), chest radiography, or QuantiFERON-TB Gold or In-tube test (QFT)]; 
for CDC guidelines on prevention and control of TB in correctional and detention 
settings, see http://www.cdc.qov/tb/pubs/mmwr/Mai quide/Correctional.htm/ . 

Detainees will receive TB testing every 12 months. 

Detainees with symptoms suggestive of TB shall be placed in a functional 
airborne infection isolation room with negative pressure ventilation and promptly 
evaluated for TB disease. If TB screening is negative and the detainee is 
asymptomatic, the detainee will be allowed to join the general population. 

Suspected and confirmed active TB patients shall be placed in a functional 
airborne infection isolation room with negative pressure ventilation (on- or off- 
site) until determined by a qualified provider to be noninfectious in accordance 
with CDC guidelines for non-minimal risk detention facilities. 

For all confirmed and suspected active tuberculosis cases, designated medical 
staff shall report: 

■ All cases to local and/or state health departments within one working day 
of meeting reporting criteria and in accordance with established 
guidelines and applicable laws, identified by the custodial agency and the 
detainee’s identifying number of that agency (i.e. , ICE detainees are 
reported as being in ICE custody and identified by their alien numbers), 

■ All cases to the ICE HQ Epidemiology Unit within one working day. 

Reporting shall include names, aliases, date of birth, alien number, case 
status/classification, available diagnostic and lab results, treatment status 
including drugs and dosages, treatment start date, a point of contact and 
telephone number for follow-up, and provision of medication 
administration records (MARs), 
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■ Any movement of TB patients, including hospitalizations, facility transfers, 
releases, or removals/deportations to the local and/or state health 
department and the ICE HQ Epidemiology Unit. 

When treatment is indicated, multi-drug, anti-TB therapy will be administered 
using Directly Observed Therapy (DOT) in accordance with American Thoracic 
Society (ATS) and CDC guidelines. For patients with drug-resistant or multi- 
drug-resistant TB, the state or local health department will be consulted to 
establish a customized treatment regimen and treatment plan, Patients receiving 
anti-TB therapy will be provided with at least a two week supply of medications 
and appropriate education when transferred, released, or deported, in an effort to 
prevent interruptions in treatment until care is continued in another location. 

Treatment for latent TB infection (LTBI) shall not be initiated unless active TB 
disease is ruied-out. 

Designated medical staff shall coordinate with the ICE Epidemiology Program 
and the local and/or state health department to facilitate an international referral 
and continuity of therapy. Designated medical staff shall collaborate with the 
local and/or state health department on tuberculosis and other communicable 
disease contact investigations. 

Designated medical staff shall report to the ICE Epidemiology Unit all cases of 
nationally notifiable infectious diseases as per the CDC list located at the 
following link: http://www.cdc.gov/ncphi/disss/nndss/phs/infdis.htm . 

Designated medical staff also shall report to the ICE Epidemiology Unit all cases 
of Varicella, (herpes zoster [shingles], chicken pox). 

3. Varicella 

Designated medical staff shall notify the ICE HQ Epidemiology Unit of any 
varicella cases among ICE detainees and of any ICE detainees exposed to 
active varicella without a history of prior varicella or varicella immunization. 

4. Bloodborne Pathogens 

Infection control awareness shall be communicated on a regular basis to 
correctional and medical staff as well as detainees. A detainee may request HIV 
testing at any time during detention. Persons, who must feed, escort, directly 
supervise, interview or conduct routine office work with HIV patients are not 
considered at risk of infection; however, persons regularly exposed to blood are 
at risk. Facilities must develop a plan to ensure the highest degree of 
confidentiality regarding HIV status and medical condition. Staff training must 
emphasize the need for confidentiality and procedures must be in place to limit 
access to health records to only authorized individuals and only when necessary. 

The accurate diagnosis and medical management of HIV infection among 
detainees shall be promoted. An HIV diagnosis may be made only by a licensed 
physician, based on a medical history, current clinical evaluation of signs and 
symptoms, and laboratory studies. 
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a. Clinical Evaluation 

When current symptoms are suggestive of HIV infection, the following shall 
be implemented; 

■ Clinical evaluation shall determine the medical need for isolation. 

The health authority shall not recommend to ICE/DRO that the detainee 
be separated from the general population, either pending a test result or 
after a test report, unless clinical evaluation reveals a medical need for 
isolation. Segregation of HIV-positive detainees is not necessary for public 
health purposes. 

■ Following a clinical evaluation, if a detainee manifests symptoms 
requiring treatment beyond the facility’s capability, the provider shall 
recommend the detainee’s transfer to a hospital, or other appropriate 
facility, for further medical testing, final diagnosis, and acute treatment as 
needed, consistent with local operational procedures. 

■ Any detainee with active tuberculosis should also be evaluated for 
possible HIV infection. 

■ HIV positive detainees should be hospitalized until any acute treatment 
deemed necessary is completed. 

When the attending physician determines that a detainee is in remission 
from his or her illness and/or no longer requires off-site care, he or she 
shall be returned to the detention facility. The physician shall recommend 
whether the detainee should be housed in the general population or in 
another location for medical purposes. 

■ An HIV positive diagnosis must be reported to government bodies 
according to state and federal requirements. Reports of AIDS, and not 
HIV infection, are required by the CDC. State laws differ considerably, 
and the administrative health authority is responsible for ensuring that all 
applicable state requirements are met. 

b. Exposure 

Detainee's exposure to potentially infectious body fluids, such as through 
needle sticks or bites shall be afforded immediate medical assistance, and 
the incident shall be reported as soon as possible to the clinical director or 
designee. 

Each facility shall establish a plan to address exposure to bloodborne 
pathogens, including reporting. 

c. Precautions 

All detainees should be assumed to be infectious for blood-borne pathogens, 
and standard precautions are to be used at all times when caring for all 
detainees. 

The Standard Precautions section of the Detention Standard on 
Environmental Health and Safety provides more detailed information. 
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D. Notifying Detainees about Health Care Services 

In accordance with the Detention Standard on Detainee Handbook, the facility shall 
provide each detainee, upon admittance, a copy of the detainee handbook and local 
supplement, in which procedures for access to health care services are explained. 

In accordance with the section on Orientation in the Detention Standard on 
Admission and Release, access to health care services, sick call and a medical 
grievance process shall be included in the orientation curriculum for newly admitted 
detainees. 

E. Facilities 

1. Examination and Treatment Area 

Adequate space and equipment shall be furnished in all facilities so that all 
detainees may be provided basic health examinations and treatment in private 
while ensuring safety. 

A holding/waiting area shall be located at the entrance to the medical facility that 
is under the direct supervision of custodial officers. A detainee toilet and drinking 
fountain shall be accessible from the holding/waiting area. 

2. Medical Records 

Medical records shall be kept separate from detainee detention records and 
stored in a securely locked area within the medical unit. 

3. Medical Housing 

If there is a specific area, separate from other housing areas, where detainees 
are admitted for health observation and care under the supervision and direction 
of health care personnel, the following minimum standards shall be met: 

a. Care 

■ Clearly defined scope of care services available; 

■ Physician on call or available 24 hours per day; 

■ Health care personnel are on duty 24 hours per day when patients are 
present; 

■ All patients within sight or sound of a staff member; 

■ Housing record that is a separate and distinct section of the complete 
medical record; and 

■ Compliance with all established guidelines and applicable laws. 

Facilities are expected to provide detainees in medical housing access to other 
services such as telephone, legal access and materials consistent with their 
medical condition. 

b. Wash Basins, Bathing Facilities, and Toilets 

■ Detainees have access to operable washbasins with hot and cold 
running water at a minimum ratio of one for every 12 detainees, unless 
state or local building codes specify a different ratio. 
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■ Sufficient bathing facilities are provided to allow detainees to bathe 
daily, and at least one is configured and equipped to accommodate 
detainees with physical impairments or who need assistance to bathe. 
Water is thermostatically controlled to temperatures ranging from 100 
F to 120 F degrees. 

■ Detainees have access to operable toilets and hand-washing facilities 
24 hours per day and are able to use toilet facilities without staff 
assistance. Unless state or local building or health codes specify 
otherwise: 

o Toilets are provided at a minimum ratio of one to every 12 
detainees in male facilities and one for every 8 in female 
facilities. 

o All housing units with three or more detainees have a minimum 
of two toilets. 

F. Pharmaceutical Management 

Each facility shall have written policy and procedures for the management of 
pharmaceuticals that include: 

■ A formulary of all prescription and nonprescription medicines stocked or 
routinely procured from outside sources. 

■ A method for promptly approving and obtaining medicines not on the 
formulary should be identified. 

■ Prescription practices, including requirements that medications are prescribed 
only when clinically indicated, and that prescriptions are reviewed before 
being renewed. 

* Procurement, receipt, distribution, storage, dispensing, administration and 
disposal of medications. 

■ Secure storage and disposal and perpetual inventory of all controlled 
substances (DEA Schedule ll-V), syringes and needles. 

■ Medicine administration error reports shall be kept for all administration 
errors. 

■ All staff responsible for administering or having access to pharmaceuticals wilt 
be trained on medication management before beginning duty. 

■ All pharmaceuticals shall be stored in a secure area with the following 
features: 

o A secure perimeter; 

o Access limited to authorized medical staff (never detainees); 

o Solid walls from floor to ceiling and a solid ceiling; 

o A solid core entrance door with a high security lock (with no other 
access); and 
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o A secure medication storage area. 

■ Administration and management in accordance with state and federal law 

■ Supervision by properly licensed personnel 

■ Administration of medications by properly trained personnel under the 
supervision of the health services administrator, or equivalent 

■ Accountability for administering or distributing medications in a timely manner 
and according to licensed provider orders 

G. Nonprescription Medications 

The facility administrator and administrative health authority shall jointly approve any 
nonprescription medications that are available to detainees outside of health 
services (sold in commissary, distributed by housing officers, etc.), and they shall 
jointly review the list annually. 

H. Medical Personnel 

All health care staff must be verifiably licensed, certified, credentialed, and/or 
registered in compliance with applicable state and federal requirements 

I. Medical Screening of New Arrivals 
1. Medical Screening 

Initial medical, dental, and mental health screening shall be done within 12 hours 
of arrival by a health care provider or a detention officer specially trained to 
perform this function. 

If screening is performed by a detention officer, the facility shall maintain 
documentation of the officer's special training, and the officer shall have available 
for reference the training syllabus, to include education on patient confidentiality 
of disclosed information. 

The screening shall inquire into the following: 

■ Any past history of serious infectious or communicable illness, and any 
treatment or symptoms; 

■ Current illness and health problems, including communicable diseases; 

* Pain assessment; 

* Current and past medication; 

■ Allergies; 

■ Past surgical procedures; 

■ Symptoms of active TB or previous TB treatment; 

■ Dental problems; 

■ Use of alcohol and other drugs; 

■ Possibility of pregnancy; 
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• Other health programs designated by the responsible clinical medical 
authority; 

■ Observation of behavior, including state of consciousness, mental status, 
appearance, conduct, tremor, sweating; 

• History of suicide attempts or current suicidal/homicidal ideation or intent; 

■ Observation of body deformities and other physical abnormalities; 

■ Questions and an assessment regarding past or recent sexual 
victimization. 

For further information, see the Detention Standard on Admission and Release. 

Screening shall include observation and interview items related to the detainee's 
potential suicide risk and possible mental disabilities, including mental illness. 
For further information, see the Detention Standard on Suicide Prevention and 
Intervention. 

If at any time during the screening process there is an indication of need, or 
request for, mental health services, the health authority must be notified within 24 
hours. The clinical medical authority will ensure a full mental health evaluation if 
indicated. See the section on Mental Health Program below. 

Medical and mental health interviews and examinations shall be conducted in 
settings that respect detainees’ privacy. 

All facilities shall have policies and procedures to ensure the initial health 
screening and assessment is documented. 

■ The In Processing Health Screening form I-795A or medical facility 
equivalent will be completed during the in-processing and prior to the 
detainee’s placement in a housing unit. 

• The health intake screening shall be conducted using form I-795A or an 
equivalent. Upon completion, the In-Processing Health Screening form 
shall be forwarded to the facility medical staff for appropriate action. 

The clinical medical authority shall be responsible for review of all health 
screening forms within 24 hours or next business day to assess the priority for 
treatment (for example, Urgent, Today, or Routine). 

For other facilities that do not use the ICE/DRO In-Processing Health Screening 
form, ICE/DRO Medical must approve any substitute form. 

Non-English speaking detainees and detainees who are deaf or hard of hearing 
will be provided interpretation or translation services or other assistance as 
needed for medical care activities. 

• Language assistance may be provided by another staff member 
competent in the language or by a professional service, such as a 
telephone translation service. 

2. Substance Dependence and Detoxification 

All detainees shall be evaluated through the initial screening for their use of or 
dependence on mood and mind-altering substances, alcohol, opiates, hypnotics, 
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sedatives, etc. Detainees who report the use of such substances shall be 
evaluated for their degree of reliance on and potential for withdrawal. 

The clinical medical authority shall establish guidelines for evaluation and 
treatment of new arrivals who require detoxification. Treatment and supportive 
measures shall permit withdrawal with minimal physiological and physical 
discomfort. 

Detoxification shall be done only at facilities qualified to do so in accordance with 
established guidelines and applicable laws. 

J. Health Appraisal 

Each facility's health care provider shall conduct a health appraisal including a 
physical examination on each detainee within 14 days of the detainee’s arrival 
unless more immediate attention is required due to an acute or identifiable chronic 
condition, in accordance with the most recent ACA Adult Local Detention Facility 
standards for Health Appraisals. If there is documentation of one within the 
previous 90 days, the facility health care provider upon review may determine that a 
new appraisal is not required. 

Medical, dental, and mental health interviews, examinations, and procedures shall 
be conducted in settings that respect detainees’ privacy. 

Detainees will be provided same sex chaperones as appropriate or as requested. 

The clinical medical authority shall be responsible for review of all health appraisals 
to assess the priority for treatment. 

Detainees diagnosed with a communicable disease shall be isolated according to 
national standards of medical practice and procedures. 

K. Mental Health Program 

1. Mental Health Services Required 

Each facility shall have an in-house or contractual mental health program, 
approved by the appropriate medical authority, that provides: 

■ Intake screening (see DIHS Form 795A or equivalent) for mental 
health problems will include: 

■ Referral as needed for evaluation, diagnosis, treatment, and 
monitoring of mental illness; 

■ Crisis intervention and management of acute mental health episodes; 

• Transfer to licensed mental health facilities of detainees whose mental 
health needs exceed the capabilities of the facility; and 

■ Suicide prevention program. 

2. Mental Health Provider 

The term “mental health provider” includes a psychiatrist, physician, 
psychologist, clinical social worker, or other appropriately licensed 
independent mental health practitioner. 
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3. Mental Health Evaluation 

Based on intake screening, medical documentation or subsequent 
observations by detention staff or medical personnel, the administrative 
health authority shall immediately refer any detainee with mental health needs 
to a mental health provider for a mental health evaluation. 

Such evaluation and screenings shall include: 

■ Reason for referral; 

■ History of any mental health treatment or evaluation; 

• History of illicit drug/alcohol use or abuse or treatment for such; 

■ History of suicide attempts; 

■ Current suicidal/homicidal ideation or intent; 

■ Current use of any medication; 

■ Estimate of current intellectual function; 

• Mental health screening should include prior history physical, sexual, 
or emotional abuse; and 

■ Impact of any pertinent physical condition, such as head trauma;. 

■ Recommend any appropriate treatment, for example; 

o Remain in general population with psychotropic medication and 
counseling, 

o “’’Short-stay” unit or infirmary, 
o Special Management Unit, or 
o Community hospitalization. 

■ Recommend and/or implement a treatment plan, including 
recommendations concerning transfer, housing, voluntary work, and 
other program participation. 

4. Referrals and Treatment 

Any detainee referred for mental health treatment shall receive a 
comprehensive evaluation by a licensed mental health provider as clinically 
necessary, but no later than 14 days of the referral. 

The provider shall develop an overall treatment/management plan that may 
include transfer to a mental health facility if the detainee's mental illness or 
developmental disability needs exceed the treatment capability of the facility. 

The health administrative authority/clinical medical authority shall ensure due 
process in compliance with applicable laws. 

5. Medical Isolation 

The clinical medical authority may place in medical isolation a detainee who is 
at high risk for violent behavior because of a mental health condition. The 
clinical medical authority must provide for reassessment on a daily basis the 
need for continued medical isolation for the health and safety of the detainee. 
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6. Restraints 

Restraints for medical or mental health purposes may be authorized only by 
the facility's clinical medical authority, after reaching the conclusion that less 
restrictive measures are not appropriate. The facility shall have written 
procedures that specify: 

■ The conditions under which restraints may be applied; 

■ The types of restraints to be used; 

■ The proper use, application, and monitoring of restraints; 

■ Requirements for documentation, including efforts to use less 
restrictive alternatives; and 

■ After-incident review. 

7. Involuntary Administration of Psychotropic Medications 

Involuntary administration of psychotropic medications to detainees shall 
comply with established guidelines and applicable laws and only pursuant to 
the specific, written and detailed authorization of a physician. When 
psychotropic medication is involuntarily administered, it is required that the 
administrative health authority contact DRO Management, who shall contact 
respective DHS/ICE Chief Counsel. The authorizing physician shall: 

■ Review the medical record of the detainee and conduct a medical 
examination; 

■ Specify the reasons for and duration of therapy and whether the 
detainee has been asked if he or she would consent to such 
medication; 

■ Specify the medication to be administered, the dosage, and the 
possible side effects of the medication; 

• Document that less restrictive intervention options have been 
exercised without success; 

■ Detail how the medication is to be administered; 

■ Monitor the detainee for adverse reactions and side effects; and 

■ Prepare treatment plans for less restrictive alternatives as soon as 
possible. 

Also see the section on Informed Consent and Involuntary Treatment later in 
this Detention Standard. 

L. Annual Health Examinations 

The clinical medical authority or health administrative authority (or their equivalents) 
may determine that detainees not covered below in the section on Special Needs 
and Close Medical Supervision are to be scheduled for annual medical 
examinations. 
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A detainee that is in ICE custody for over a year shall receive health examinations 
on an annual basis. Such examinations may occur more frequently for certain 
individuals, depending on their medical history or health conditions. Detainees shall 
have access to age and gender appropriate exams annually, including rescreening 
for tuberculosis. 

M. Dental Treatment 

An initial dental screening exam shall be performed within 14 days of the detainee's 
arrival. If no on-site dentist is available, the initial dental screening may be 
performed by a physician, physician assistant, nurse practitioner, registered dental 
hygienist, or registered nurse. 

■ Emergency dental treatment shall be provided for immediate relief of pain, 
trauma and acute oral infection. 

■ Routine dental treatment may be provided to detainees in ICE custody for 
whom dental treatment is inaccessible for prolonged periods because of 
detention for over six (6) months, including amalgam and composite 
restorations, prophylaxis, root canals, extractions, x-rays, the repair and 
adjustment of prosthetic appliances and other procedures required to 
maintain the detainee's health. 

N. Sick Call 

Each facility shall have a sick call procedure that allows detainees the unrestricted 
opportunity to freely request health care services (including mental health and dental 
services) provided by a physician or other qualified medical staff in a clinical setting. 
This procedure shall include: 

■ Clearly written policies and procedures; 

* Sick call process will be communicated in writing and verbally to detainees 
during their orientation; 

■ Regularly scheduled “sick call" times will be established and communicated 
to detainees; 

■ All facilities must have an established procedure in place to ensure that all 
sick call requests are received and triaged by appropriate medical personnel 
within 48 hours after the detainee submits the request. In an urgent situation, 
the housing unit officer shall notify medical personnel immediately. 

If the procedure uses a written request slip, they shall be provided in English and the 
most common languages spoken by the detainee population of that facility. Non- 
English speaking detainees and detainees who are deaf or hard of hearing will be 
provided interpretation/translation services as needed or other assistance as needed 
to complete a request slip. 

Medical personnel shall review the request slips and determine when the detainee 
will be seen. 

All detainees, including those in Special Management Units, regardless of 
classification, shall have access to sick call. See the Detention Standard on Special 
Management Units for details. 
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All facilities shall maintain a permanent record of all sick call requests. 

O. Emergency Medical Services and First Aid 

Each facility shall have a written emergency services plan for the delivery of 24-hour 
emergency health care. 

A plan shall be prepared in consultation with the facility's clinical medical authority or 
the administrative health authority. The plan will include the following: 

■ An on-call physician, dentist, and mental health professional, or designee, 
that are available 24 hours per day; 

• A list of telephone numbers for local ambulances and hospital services 
available to all staff; 

■ An automatic external defibrillator (AED) will be maintained for use at each 
facility and accessible to staff. 

■ All detention staff shall receive cardio pulmonary resuscitation (CPR, AED) , 
and emergency first aid training annually; 

• Detention and health care personnel will be trained annually to respond to 
health-related situations within four (4) minutes; 

• Security procedures that ensure the immediate transfer of detainees for 
emergency medical care. 

The training shall be provided by a responsible medical authority in cooperation with 
the facility administrator and shall include: 

1. Recognizing of signs of potential health emergencies and the required 
responses; 

2. Administering first aid, AED, and cardiopulmonary resuscitation (CPR); 

3. Obtaining emergency medical assistance through the facility plan and its 
required procedures; 

4. Recognizing signs and symptoms of mental illness and suicide risk; 

5. The facility’s established plan and procedures for providing emergency 
medical care including, when required, the safe and secure transfer of 
detainees for appropriate hospital or other medical services, including by 
ambulance when indicated. The plan must provide for expedited entrance to 
and exit from the facility. 

When an employee is unsure whether emergency care is required, he or she shall 
immediately notify medical personnel to make the determination. 

Medical and safety equipment shall be available and maintained, and staff 
shall be trained in proper use of the equipment. 

In each detention facility, the designated health authority and facility administrator 
shall determine the contents, number, location(s), use protocols, and procedures for 
monthly inspections of first aid kits. 
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P. Delivery of Medication 

Distribution of medication shall be in accordance with specific instructions and 
procedures established by the administrative health authority. Written records of all 
medication given to detainees shall be maintained. 

■ If medication must be delivered at a specific time when medical staff is not 
on duty, it may be distributed by detention officers who have received proper 
training by the administrative health authority. 

■ The facility shall maintain documentation of the training given any officer 
required to distribute medication, and the officer shall have available for 
reference the training syllabus or other guide or protocol provided by the 
health authority. 

■ Detainees may not deliver or administer medications to other detainees. 

Q. Health Education and Wellness Information 

The health authority shall provide detainees health education and wellness 
information on such topics as dangers of self-medication, personal hygiene and 
dental care, prevention of communicable diseases, smoking cessation, self-care for 
chronic conditions, and the benefits of physical fitness. 

R. Special Needs and Close Medical Supervision 

The health administrative authority for each facility must have a plan to notify ICE for 
any detainee with special needs. The written notification must become part of the 
detainee's health record file. 

When a detainee requires close medical supervision, including chronic and 
convalescent care, a written treatment plan that includes access to health care and 
other personnel regarding care and supervision, shall be developed and approved 
by the appropriate physician, dentist, or mental health practitioner, in consultation 
with the patient, with periodic review. The written treatment plan will conform to 
NCCHC and TJC requirements. Likewise, staff responsible for such matters as 
housing and program assignments, and disciplinary measures shall consult with the 
responsible clinician, clinical director, or health services administrator. 

Female detainees shall have access to pregnancy testing and pregnancy 
management services that include routine prenatal care, addiction management, 
comprehensive counseling and assistance, nutrition, and postpartum follow-up. 

Detainees shall have access to age and gender-appropriate examinations. 

Durable medical equipment shall be provided as determined by the responsible 
physician or dentist in conjunction with the health care authorization process. 

Exercise areas will be available to meet exercise and physical therapy requirements 
of individual detainee treatment plans. 

S. Continuity of Care 

The facility administrative health authority must ensure that a plan is developed 
that provides for continuity of medical care in the event of a change in detention 
placement or status. 
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The detainee's medical needs shall be taken into account prior to any transfer of 
the detainee to another facility and aiternatives to transfer shall be considered, 
taking into account the disruption that a transfer will cause to a detainee 
receiving medical care (see ICE/DRO National Detention Standard on Transfer 
of Detainees, Section ll-A). Upon transfer to another facility or release, the 
medical provider shall ensure that all relevant medical records and at least 7 
days' (or, in the case of TB medications, 15 days’) supply of medication shall 
accompany the detainee. 

T. Informed Consent and Involuntary Treatment 

As a rule, medical treatment shall not be administered against a detainee's will. 

■ Upon admission at the facility, documented informed consent will be obtained 
for the provision of health care services. 

■ For any additional procedure, a separate documented informed consent will 
be obtained. 

■ Informed consent standards of the jurisdiction shall be observed, and consent 
forms shall either be in a language understood by the detainee or translation 
assistance shall be provided and documented on the form. 

■ If a detainee refuses treatment and the clinical medical authority determines 
that the treatment is necessary, ICE/DRO shall be consulted in determining 
whether involuntary treatment shall be pursued. 

■ If the detainee refuses to consent to treatment, medical staff shall make 
reasonable efforts to convince the detainee to voluntarily accept treatment. 

• Medical staff shall explain the medical risks if treatment is declined and shall 
document their treatment efforts and the refusal of treatment in the 
detainee's medical record. 

■ When determined to be medically necessary by the clinical medical authority, 
a detainee who refuses examination or treatment may be segregated from 
the general population. Such segregation shall only be for medical reasons 
that are documented in the medical record and may not be used for punitive 
purposes. 

■ Involuntary treatment is a decision made only by medical staff under strict 
legal restrictions. Prior to any contemplated action involving involuntary 
medical treatment, DHS / ICE respective Chief Counsel will be consulted. 

■ In the event of a hunger strike, see the Detention Standard on Hunger 
Strikes. 

The Detention Standard on Terminal Illness, Advance Directives, and Death 

provides details regarding living wills and advance directives, organ donations, and 
”do-not-resuscitate” orders. 

U. Medical Records 

1. Health Record File 

The administrative health authority shall maintain a complete health record on 
each detainee that is: 
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■ Organized uniformly in accordance with recognized medical records 
standards; 

■ Available to all practitioners and used by them for health care 
documentation; 

* Properly maintained and safeguarded in a securely locked area within the 
medical unit. 

2. Confidentiality and Release of Medical Records 

All medical providers shall protect the privacy of detainees’ medical information in 
accordance with established guidelines and applicable laws. These protections 
apply, not only to records maintained on paper, but also to electronic records 
where they are used. Staff training must emphasize the need for confidentiality 
and procedures must be in place to limit access to health records to only 
authorized individuals and only when necessary. 

Information about a detainee’s health status and a detainee’s health record is 
confidential, and the active medical record shall be maintained separately from 
other detention records and be accessible in accordance with applicable laws 
and regulations. 

The administrative health authority shall provide the facility administrator and 
designated staff information that is necessary: 

■ To preserve the health and safety of the detainee, other detainees, staff, 
or any other person. 

• For administrative and detention decisions such as housing, voluntary 
work assignments, security, and transport. 

■ For management purposes such as audits and inspections. 

When information is covered by the Privacy Act, specific legal restrictions govern 
the release of medical information or records. 

Copies of health records shall be released by the administrative health authority 
directly to a detainee or their designee, at no cost to the detainee, upon receipt 
by the administrative health authority of a written authorization from the detainee 
that complies with the Health Insurance Portability and Accountability Act 
(HIPAA). 

While in detention, a detainee, or their designated representative, shall receive 
requested information from their medical records. Upon request, medical record 
information will be released within a reasonable timeframe after receipt of an 
authorization. 

A written request may serve as authorization for the release of health 
information, as long as it includes the following (and meets any other 
requirements of the administrative health authority): 

■ Address of the facility to release the information; 

■ Name of the individual or institution to receive the information; 
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■ Detainee's full name, A-number (or other facility identification number), 
date of birth and nationality; 

■ Specific information to be released with inclusive dates of treatment; and 

■ Detainee's signature and date. 

Following the release of health information, the written authorization shall be 
retained in the health record. 

Detainees who indicate they wish to obtain copies of their medical records shall 
be provided with the appropriate request form. ICE/DRO, or the facility 
administrator, shall provide non-English speaking detainees and detainees who 
are deaf or hard of hearing with interpretation or translation services or other 
assistance as needed to make the written request and assist in transmitting the 
request to the facility administrative health authority. 

3. Inactive Health Record Files 

Inactive health record files shall be retained as permanent records in compliance 
with locally established procedures and the legal requirements of the jurisdiction. 

4. Transfer and Release of Detainees 

ICE/DRO and the administrative health authority shall be notified when detainees 
are to be transferred or released. Detainees should be transferred with proper 
medication to ensure continuity of care throughout the transfer and subsequent 
intake process. (See Section S - Continuity of care) 

a. Medical/Psychiatric Alert. Medical staff shall notify the facility 
administrator in writing, when they determine that a detainee’s medical 
or psychiatric condition requires: 

■ Clearance by the medical staff prior to release or transfer, or 

■ Medical escort during removal, deportation, or transfer. 

b. Notification of Transfers, Releases, and Removals. The administrative 
health authority shall be given advance notice prior to the release, transfer, or 
removal of a detainee, so that medical staff may determine and provide for 
any medical needs associated with the transfer or release. 

c. Transfer of Health Records. A summary of the detainee's medical care 
(transfer summary) shall be marked “CONFIDENTIAL MEDICAL RECORDS’’ 
and shall accompany the detainee who is being transferred. This includes 
detainees who are being transferred into or out of ICE custody. Full copies of 
the medical records or parts thereof must be made immediately available 
upon the request of the receiving facility’s administrative health authority or 
clinical medical authority. Other requirements for the transfer of records are 
contained in the Detention Standard on Transfers of Detainees. 

V. Terminal Illness, Fatal Injury, or Death of a Detainee 

Procedures to be followed in the event of a detainee's terminal illness, fatal injury, or 
death are in the Detention Standard on Terminal Illness, Advance Directives, and 
Death. The Detention Standard also addresses detainee organ donations. 
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W. Medical Experimentation 

Detainees will not participate in medical, pharmaceutical or cosmetic research while 
under the care of ICE detention facilities. 

This does not preclude the use of approved clinical trials that may be warranted for a 
specific inmate's diagnosis or treatment when recommended and approved by the 
clinical medical director. Such measures require documented informed consent. 

X. Administration of the Medical Department 

1. Quarterly Administrative Meetings 

The administrative health authority shall convene a meeting at least quarterly 
and include other facility and medical staff as appropriate. 

The meeting agenda shall include, at a minimum: 

■ An account of the effectiveness of the facility health care program; 

■ Discussions of health environment factors that may need improvement; 

■ Review and discussion of communicable disease and infectious control 
activities; 

■ Changes effected since the previous meetings; and 

■ Recommended corrective actions, as necessary. 

Minutes of each meeting shall be recorded and kept on file. 

2. Health Care Internal Review and Quality Assurance 

The administrative health authority shall implement a system of internal review 
and quality assurance. Elements of the system shall include: 

■ Participating in a multidisciplinary quality improvement committee. 

■ Collecting, trending, and analysis of data along with planning, 
interventions, and reassessments. 

■ Evaluating defined data. 

• Analyze the need for ongoing education and training. 

■ On-site monitoring of health service outcomes on a regular basis through: 

1. Chart reviews by the responsible physician or his or her designee, 
including investigation of complaints and quality of health records. 

2. Review of prescribing practices and administration of medication 
practices. 

3. Systematic investigation of complaints and grievances. 

4. Monitoring of corrective action plans. 

5. Reviewing all deaths, suicide attempts, and illness outbreaks. 

6. Developing and implementing corrective action plans to address 
and resolve identified problems and concerns. 

7. Reevaluating problems or concerns to determine whether the 
corrective measures have achieved and sustained the desired 
results. 
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8. Incorporating findings of internal review activities into the 
organization’s educational and training activities. 

9. Maintaining appropriate records of internal review activities. 

10. Ensuring records of internal review activities comply with legal 
requirements on confidentiality of records. 

3. Peer Review 

The administrative health authority shall implement an intra-organizational, 
external peer review program for all independently licensed medical 
professionals. Reviews are conducted at least every two years. 

Y. Examinations by Independent Medical Service Providers and Experts 

On occasion, medical and/or mental health examinations by a practitioner or expert 
not associated with iCE/DRO or the facility may provide a detainee with information 
useful in administrative proceedings. 

If a detainee seeks an independent medical or mental health examination, the 
detainee or his or her legal representative shall submit to the Field Office Director a 
written request that details the reasons for such an examination. Ordinarily, the 
Field Office Director shall approve the request for independent examination, as long 
as it would not present an unreasonable security risk. Requests for independent 
examinations shall be answered as quickly as practicable. If a request is denied, the 
Field Office Director shall advise the requester in writing of the rationale. 

Neither ICE/DRO nor the facility may assume any costs of the examination, which 
shall be at the detainee's expense. The facility shall provide a location for the 
examination but no medical equipment or supplies, and the examination must be 
arranged and conducted in a manner consistent with security and good order. 


Z. Medical Grievance Process 

See Grievance System Detention Standard. 


Standard Approved: 


James T. Hayes, Jr. Isl 


12/5/2008 


James T. Hayes, Jr Date 

Director 

Office of Detention and Removal Operations 
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ICE uses a variety of resources to monitor compliance with the provisions of the ICE National Detention 
Standards, including the corrections professionals of Creative Corrections who conduct the annual inspections 
and evaluations of ICE detention facilities, as well as the Nakamoto Group that conducts on-site facility 
inspections at select facilities. ICE is aware of instances where medical records and/or medications were not 
properly transferred. This does not appear to be a systemic problem. During the annual review process. Creative 
Corrections conducts a comprehensive inspection of the medical care and detainee transfer standards. This 
review includes checking whether or not detainee medical records and medication are properly transferred. The 
onsite monitoring conducted by Nakamoto Group checks these same requirements on a more frequent basis. 
Further, ICE monitors this policy through the random sampling method in which Field Offices are required to 
submit to DRO HQ requested, random data to assure that standards are being met. ICE liaison officers are also 
mandated to visit each facility that houses ICE detainees at least once a week to monitor facility conditions as 
well as provide for open lines of communication between staff and detainees. 

Yes. ICE plans to review this policy. Dr. Schriro is assessing the conditions of detention including the delivery 
of health care. Secretary Napolitano has asked to receive preliminary findings and recommendations at the 
earliest opportunity, and Dr. Schriro will be responding shortly. Dr. Schriro testified that she anticipated that a 
report will be submitted to the Committee shortly thereafter. 


Question: Arc ICE detainees provided with copies of their medical records when they are deported or 
otherwise released from ICE custody? If not, what would be required to provide this information to detainees 
upon their release? 

ANSWER: Yes, detainees are provided copies of their medical records upon request in writing. Under the 
National Detention Standard, copies of detainee health records may be released by the health care provider 
directly to the detainee or their designee. The detainee is required to sign a Release of Information which 
authorizes the release of their medical records. 


Question: Does ICE ever allow independent medical professionals like “Doctors Without Borders” to examine 
detainees for medical conditions, or to provide medical care? If so, how does ICE determine whether it will 
provide medical services for conditions diagnosed by independent medical professionals? If not, does ICE have 
any plans to review this policy? 

ANSWER: ICE does not have an official policy governing (he use of independent medical professionals for 
the examination of detainees or provision of medical care to detainees. ICE does allow detainees to seek 
independent physical or mental health examinations at their own expense in accordance with its puhlished 
standards. Detainees desiring examination or treatment by independent medical professionals must submit a 
written request to the presiding ICE DRO Field Office Director. These cases are handled on a case-by-case 
basis. 

ICE currently provides medical services for conditions diagnosed by independent medical professionals through 
the DIMS Managed Care Program. Medical conditions that cannot be treated onsite at the facility are also 
assessed and evaluated through the DIHS Managed Care Program. The Program uses a network of more than 
500 hospitals, 3,000 physicians, and 1,300 other health care facilities to provide a wide range of medical 
services. 


Each year, DIHS handles more than 40,000 requests for outside services that include specialized treatment for 
cancer, heart conditions, diabetes, as well as a variety of general surgical procedures. 
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Question: In the summer of 2008, the DHS OIG published a report titled “ICE Policies Related to Detainee 
Deaths and the Oversight of Immigration Detention Facilities’' that included 1 1 recommendations for improving 
detainee health care. While ICE agreed with the majority of these recommendations, many of them require 
significant effort to implement. What has ICE done about the following: 

• Has ICE worked in conjunction with the Centers for Disease Control and other experts to review the 
range of covered services provided under its Division of Immigrant Health Services, specifically to 
ensure that it tests for and treats diseases that disproportionaiiy affect immigrant communities? 

• Has ICE revised its review procedures to ensure that compliance scores are weighted more heavily for 
critical medical requirements, such as tuberculosis screening, medical care access time, and HIV testing? 

• Has ICE established an oversight and case sampling structure to ensure all detainees receive an initial 
medical screening within 14 days of intake at a detention center? 

• What has ICE done to expedite its acquisition of an electronic medical records system for detainees, 
which would streamline transfer of detainee medical records when individuals are moved between 

. detention facilities? Has ICE reviewed the VA electronic medical records system to evaluate whether it 
would be a cost-effective alternative to developing its own system? 

• Has ICE revised its procedures to ensure that ail detainee deaths are reported to the State medical 
authorities, as recommended by the OIG? The Department did not agree with this recommendation, so 
unless something has changed, please explain that position. 

ANSWER: ICE uses the Centers for Disease Control guidelines, adapted as appropriate for our detainee 
population. However, as we have noted in response to other questions. Dr. Schriro is assessing the conditions 
of detention, including the delivery of health care, and will be providing her preliminary findings and 
recommendations to Secretary Napolitano at the earliest opportunity. A report will be submitted to the 
Committee shortly thereafter. 

On review procedures, ICE revised the National Detention Standards and issued the Performance Based 
National Detention Standards (PBNDS) on September 12, 2008. Seventeen of the 40 PBNDS mandatory 
components are found in the Access to Medical Care Standard, and accounts for the largest portion of the 
mandatory components within the entire set of standards. These mandatory components include critical 
medical requirements such as communicable disease screening, mandatory physical examinations and 24-hour 
access to emergency medical care for all ICE detainees. A deficiency in any mandatory component 
automatically results in an overall “Deficient” rating. 

Regarding oversight, ICE conducts weekly random sampling of detainee records at all facilities used to house 
ICE detainees. The detainee records are reviewed to be sure that an initial medical screening look place at the 
time of intake, tuberculosis screening was conducted, and that a medical exam was completed within 14 days 
for detainees remaining in custody at least that long. If any discrepancies are found within the random sampling 
of a facility, a 100 percent review of the medical records of all ICE detainees housed at the facility is then 
required to determine whether the non-compliance was an isolated incident or a systemic issue throughout the 
facility. 

ICE has developed an Electronic Health Record (EHR) Committee of 30 members, including Physicians, 
Administrators, Registered Nurses, Mental Health, Pharmacy, Dental, and experts in Epidemiology and other 
specialty programs, to develop functional requirements for a potential new EHR system. Market research and 
case studies have been initiated focusing on correctional health systems including the Bureau of Prisons 
(Advanced Technologies Incorporated), Correctional Corporation of America (Allscripts), New York State 
Correctional System (eClinicalworks) and other high quality EHR systems available on the marketplace 
(Business Computing Applications, Epic, Amazing Charts, etc.). 
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ICE has also initiated contact with the Office of the National Coordinator of Health Information Technology 
(ONC-HIT) within the Department of Health and Human Services (DHHS). System requirements are expected 
to be finalized by the end of Fiscal Year 2009, with initial implementation occurring as early as Fiscal Year 
2011. 

DIHS reviewed the VA’s VistA system, but concluded that the VA system would not be the most cost-effective 
alternative. DIHS began the review of various Federal Systems in 2002 including the Department of Defense’s 
Ahlta system along with the VA system. However, these systems are not certifiable under Certification of the 
Correctional Health Information Technology (CCHIT) criteria. There are limitations with the VA system 
related to the baseline code of the system. The code is no longer industry standard, and contract resources 
would be required to modify the code. 

All detainee deaths are reported to local and state authorities as required by the respective state statute. In the 
instance of a detainee death, ICE notifies family members, the appropriate consular official of the decedent’s 
home country, the ICE Office of Professional Responsibility and the appropriate state official or agency 
required under state law. This year, ICE also began reporting all detainee deaths to the Department of Justice 
Bureau of Jnstice Statistics. 

ICE has implemented the OIG recommendation. 


Women’s Health Issues 


Question: Even though the new ICE Performance Based Standards for health care provide for age and gender 
appropriate examinations, they do not lay out these entitlements in much detail and do not provide much 
guidance to facilities and medical staff. Does DHS have any plans to issue more explicit gender- specific and 
enforceable regulations to guarantee women adequate gynecological and obstetrical care, or to expand the 
Covered Services Package to provide women access to cancer screening or other female-specific medical 
needs? If so, when will ICE issue these revised regulations for additional services? 

ANSWER: The revised Performance Based National Detention Standards afford female detainees preventive 
care including PAP smears and mammograms. The revised standards do not consolidate all of the gender- 
specific services iu one section however. In order to improve and coordinate the medical care for female 
detainees, DIHS is currently reviewing the standards and the manner in which they are presented. Similarly, a 
newly formed DIHS Healthcare Benefits Workgroup is evaluating all of the covered services offered to identify 
where benefits should be modified or expanded to improve the scope of medical services available to all 
detainees. 

Based on the recommendations from these efforts, the standards and policies will be modified. Facilities 
providing care to our detainees will then be required to meet these revised standards to remain in compliance 
with the DIHS policies. Further, DIHS facilities will have to continue to meet or exceed the standards to 
maintain their accreditation. 

ICE has not yet determined whether these modifications will be issued as regulations. 

It is expected that any modification to the Covered Services Package for additional services will be completed 
and ready for implementation in early 2010. The standards will be revised as needed to reflect the results of the 
workgroup. ICE has not yet determined whether these modifications will be issued as regulations. 
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Question: Please provide for the record the ICE policy of shackling of pregnant women during or after child 
birth, or at earlier points in their pregnancy. Does ICE have any plans to review this policy? 

ANSWER: It is ICE policy that the use of restraints on women, pregnant women and family units is prohibited 
except in very limited circumstances. 

The current ICE detention standards require that staff at an ICE detention facility consult with the Clinical 
Director before deciding whether the situation is grave enough to warrant the use of physical force or restraints 
in cases of special circumstances, including a pregnant detainee or detainee with open cuts, sotcs, or lesions. 
Medical staff shall prescribe the precautions required to protect the fetus, including the manner in which the 
pregnant detainee shall be restrained, the advisability of a medical professional’s presence when restraints are 
applied, and the medical necessity of restraining the detainee in the facility hospital or a local medical facility. 

The 2008 Performance Based National Detention Standards direct that restraints shall be used only as a 
precaution against escape during transfer; for medical reasons, when directed of the medical officer; or to 
prevent self-injury, injury to others, or property damage. Restraints should be applied for the least amount of 
time necessary to achieve the desired behavioral objectives. Pregnant detainees are specifically identified as 
special circumstance cases, and staff is required to consult with medical staff before deciding the situation is 
grave enough to warrant the use of restraints. Medical staff shall determine precautions required to protect the 
fetus, the safest method of restraint, the presence of a medical professional during the application of restraints 
and medical necessity of restraining the detainee. 

Given the number of IGSA locations and community-based medical facilities, DRO recognizes there are issues 
with compliance. Dr. Schriro has identified compliance as an area of concern that will be included in the 
preliminary review and recommendations provided to the Secretary. 


Question: Please provide for the record the ICE policy of enrolling pregnant or nursing women in 
“Alternatives to Detention” programs, or providing for parole of these individuals. Does ICE have any plans to 
review this policy? 

ANSWER: ICE DRO has no blanket policy regarding custody determinations for pregnant or nursing women; 
each case is reviewed and determined on its own merits. Absent extenuating circumstances, such as national 
security concerns, in most instances nursing mothers are released from ICE custody as an exercise of 
prosecutorial discretion. A release may include participation in an Alternatives to Detention (ATD) program or 
other conditions under an Order of Supervision. 

DRO is currently reviewing its enrollment policies to ensure that ATD programs address concerns specific to 
verifiably pregnant women and new mothers. 

Secretary Napolitano has asked Special Advisor Schriro to provide preliminary findings and recommendations 
to her, and Dr. Schriro will be submitting her preliminary findings and recommendations to Secretary 
Napolitano shortly. Dr. Schriro testified that she anticipated that a report will be submitted to the Committee 
shortly thereafter. 


Question: Please provide for the record the ICE policy of how a pregnant detainee is treated after she has given 
birth. At what point is the woman allowed to see her newborn child? Under ICE policy, into whose custody are 
newborn children of detained women typically rendered? Are women who have given birth while in custody 
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considered priority for enrollment in Alternatives to Detention programs so that they can be reunited with their 
newborn children? Does ICE have any plans to review these policies? 

ANSWER: ICE makes every effort to find alternatives to detention for pregnant detainees and has been able to 
do so since its formation, although there is no specific policy addressing the treatment of mother and child after 
the mother has given birth. DRO will consider inclusion of policy direction in the ongoing revision of its 
detention standards. 

ICE Field Office Directors have been instructed to ensure that they are notified whenever a pregnant female 
enters ICE custody. Where mandatory detention issues do not prohibit release. Field Office Directors will 
highly consider releasing the detainee when removal is not imminent. In the highly unusual event that a woman 
in ICE custody would give birth, ICE would defer to local hospital policies regarding the mother’s first contact 
with her newborn child and would make efforts to release the woman. Absent this possibility, ICE would seek 
to place the child with blood relatives or the presiding Child Protective Services ageney. ICE would not limit 
visitation between the mother and the child during the period of time of the mother’s hospitalization. 

For women who have given birth while in custody, humanitarian or medical reasons may warrant release on 
Bond, Parole, an Order of Supervision or Release on the alien’s Own Recognizance. DRO normally releases 
nursing mothers absent any statutory detention requirement or concerns such as national security threats to 
public safety or other investigative interests. Reunification of mothers with their newboms is a humanitarian 
concern that is fully considered in making a custody determination. 

Regarding review of ICE policies, yes. Humanitarian or medical reasons may warrant release on Bond, Parole, 
an Order of Supervision or Release on the alien’s Own Recognizance. DRO normally releases nursing mothers 
absent any statutory detention requirement or concerns such as national security threats to public safety or other 
investigative interests. Reunification of mothers with their newboms is a humanitarian concern that is fully 
considered in making a custody determination. 


DIHS Hiring 

Question: How many personnel does ICE believe it needs to have a fully-functional Division of Immigrant 
Health (DIHS)? Provide a chart that shows the number of medical doctors, registered nurses, dentists, mental 
health providers, medical support personnel, administrative support personnel, and contract personnel that ICE 
requires to adequately staff DIHS, as well as the number of each of these employees on payroll at the end of 
each of fiscal years 2006, 2007, and 2008. 

ANSWER: Currently DIHS staffs and manages 23 Medical Facilities, and provides support to Special 
Operations. This function requires a capacity of 605 employees. ICE is currently conducting a study to 
determine how to provide health care treatment for all ICE detainees regardless of where they are housed. 


Fiscal Year 

006 

Profession 

Authorized 

Filled 

Physicians 

22 

13 

Registered Nurses 

172 

97 

Dentist 

13 

9 

Mental Health Providers 

28 

24 

Medical Support Personnel 

394 

190 

Administrative Support Staff 

56 

45 
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______ 1 

Profession 

Authorized 

Filled 

Physicians 

26 

16 

Registered Nurses 

181 

141 

Dentist 

15 

11 

Menial Health Providers 

34 

30 

Medical Support Personnel 

470 

269 

Administrative Support Staff 

75 

68 


■■BLJ 

Profession 

Authorized 

Filled 

Physicians 

30 

19 

Registered Nurses 

268 

224 

Dentist 

14 

14 

Mental Health Providers 

39 

32 

Medical Support Personnel 

425 

426 

Administrative Support Staff 

95 

93 


Notes: Administrative Support Staff includes the following categories: Medical Records Technician and Administrative Assistants. 
Medical Support Personnel includes all medical categories that are not listed on this chart. 


Question: What steps has ICE taken to streamline the hiring of medical personnel for DIH$? Provide for the 
record a chart that shows, by detention facility for each of fiscal years 2006, 2007, and 2008, the total number of 
health care personnel, the total health care personnel attrition, the total health care personnel attrition, and the 
total health care positions (filled or unfilled). 

ANSWER: ICE has authorized the DIHS Director to pursue an aggressive recruitment program to hire and 
retain adequate staff personnel in all medical facilities managed by DIHS. Consequently, DIHS has 
implemented a recruitment and advertisement strategy for FY 2008 which provided an outreach and 
advertisement strategy to more effectively recruit Commissioned Corps Officers and contract medical staff for 
the ICE Medical facilities. This strategy includes the following actions and initiatives: conferences, Internet 
advertising, newspaper advertising and job fairs. 


■: ■' FiscatVe 

ar 2006 


Facility 

Authorized 

Filled 

Special Operations 

10 

9 

Aguadilla 

3 

3 

Austin IT 

6 

6 

Berks County 

0 

0 

Buffalo 

22 

21 



48 

Elizabeth 

12 

12 

El Centro 

27 

23 

El Paso 

30 

25 

Eloy 

36 

0 

Florence 

29 

25 

Harlingen 

18 

17 

Jena 

0 

0 
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Houston 

26 

22 

Houston IT 

2 

2 

Krome 

27 

27 

LA Staging 

10 

9 

Pearsall 

35 

24 

Pinal 

30 

0 

Port Isabel 

55 

27 

San Diego 

41 

32 

San Pedro 

21 

16 

Santa Ana 

0 

0 

Stewart 

0 

0 

Tacoma 

29 

24 

Taylor 

31 

0 

Willacy 

39 

0 

Varick 

0 

0 

York 

0 

0 





Facility 

Authorzied 

Filled 

Special Operations 

10 

9 

Aguadilla 

4 

3 

Austin IT 

6 

6 

Berks County 

0 

0 

Buffalo 

28 

20 

DCHQ 

68 

53 

Elizabeth 

15 

12 

El Centro 

30 

26 

El Paso 

34 

29 

Eloy 

55 

25 

Florence 

42 

24 

Harlingen 

18 

14 

Jena 



Houston 

38 

26 

Houston IT 

2 

2 

Krome 

40 

30 

LA Staging 

16 

8 

Pearsall 

54 

25 

Pinal 

30 

16 

Port Isabel 

61 

44 

San Diego 

43 

37 

San Pedro 

29 

17 

Santa Ana 

0 

2 

Stewart 

47 

26 

Tacoma 

27 

26 

Taylor 

36 

22 
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Willacy 

55 

28 

Varick 

13 

5 

York 

0 

0 

Fiscal Year 2008 i 

Facility 

Authorzied 

Filled 

Special Operations 

JO 

9 

Aguad.il la 

4 

3 

Austin IT 

0 

0 

Berks County 

16 

7 

Buffalo 

26 

20 

DC.HQ 

75 

62 

Elizabeth 

15 

14 

El Centro 

31 

24 

El Paso 

38 

30 

Eloy 

58 

52 

Florence 

43 

32 

Harlingen 

17 

15 

Jena 

47 

44 

Houston 

39 

34 

Houston IT 

0 

0 

Krome 

41 

38 

LA Staging 

16 

16 

Pearsall 

56 

42 

Pinal 

29 

18 

Port Isabel 

70 

59 

San Diego 

54 

48 



0 

Santa Ana 

10 

7 

Stewart 

57 

53 

Tacoma 

39 

34 

Taylor 

37 

37 

Willacy 

92 

73 

Varick 

15 

15 

York 

11 

9 


PIHS Epidemiology 

Question: While we know that ICE currently tracks deaths of detainees in its custody, what, other medical 
information does the agency compile to assess the health of its detainee population? 

ANSWER: With regard to assessing the health of its detainee population at DIHS-staffed facilities, ICE/DIHS 
also monitor and report aggregate-level data (upon request) for the following medical care services: Intake 
Screenings, Physical Examinations, Sick Calls, Urgent Care, Dental, Mental Health, Chronic Disease Visits, 
Short Stay Unit Visits, Pill Line Distributions, and Prescriptions Filled. Further, ICE/DIHS tracks the number 
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of new suicide attempts, detainees on suicide watch, detainees on hunger strikes, significantly ill detainees, and 
pregnant detainees. 


Question: How does ICE currently monitor the prevalence of chronic medical conditions in its detention center 
populations (e.g., asthma, tuberculosis, HIV/AIDS, diabetes, hypertension, mental health disorders, etc.)? How 
often does ICE review this data, and what does ICE do in response to changes in the data? 

ANSWER: Absent a robust and consolidated electronic health record system, it is not feasible at this time for 
ICE to access patient-level data (i.e., chronic disease visits) of its detention center populations for accurate and 
consistent monitoring as well as for calculating prevalence and incidence of any medical conditions. 

Through aggregate-level visits data from DIHS Operations Workload Database (i.e., selected chronic disease 
visits including Asthma, Diabetes, HIV/AIDS, Hypertension, TB/INH, Seizure Disorder, and Other Chronic 
Diseases) involving DIHS staffed facilities only, ICE may account for care visit volumes related to chronic 
medical conditions in its detention center populations periodically (i.e., monthly, quarterly, and annually). 
Absent a robust and consolidated electronic health record system, it is not feasible at this time for ICE to access 
patient-level data, such as chronic disease visits, of its detention center populations for accurate and 
consistent monitoring as well as for calculating prevalence and incidence of any medical conditions. 

Dr. Schriro has identified the need for one comprehensive data base encompassing all detainees and will be 
developing recommendations to address this issue. Presently DIHS is developing a scope of work to review the 
potential for establishing a DIHS-specific electronic health record system. Further, DRO does not currently 
require IGSA partners to collect and report health care data. Dr. Schriro will oversee the revision of ISGA 
commitments to include data collection and analysis and work with DIHS in the creation of an interim data base 
pending the development of a comprehensive electronic health record system for all detainees. 

DIHS conducts quarterly reviews within the framework of the Performance Improvement Initiative, which is a 
DIMS internal program that continuously monitors, reviews, and analyzes processes related to the provision of 
healthcare for the purpose of identifying opportunities for improvement as well identifying potential risks. 

When the data are reviewed, DIHS provides recommendations to facilities regarding medical service provided 
to detainees based on the findings of the review. 


Question: Please provide for the record a chart of all chronic medical conditions currently tracked by DIHS, 
including the incidence of these conditions, by ICE field office, by month and fiscal year. 

ANSWER: DIHS does not have an electronic health records system that would allow ICE to provide data on 
the prevalence of diseases, disease incidence, procedures and other medical treatments for all of its facilities. 
The data on Chronic Conditions are not collected by the ICE Field Officers but rather by 10 of the 23 DIHS- 
staffed facilities. These facilities have converted from paper medical records and manually enter health 
encounters for chronic disease clinic visits. These data cannot be used to determine the number of detainees 
with these specific diseases. However, the data do represent at the number of visits or encounters to the chronic 
disease clinics. The attached table summarizes these encounter data for the 10 DIHS-staffcd facilities that 
participate in the CaseTrakker program for FY 2006, 2007 and 2008. 


DIHS FACILITY CHRONIC DISEASE CASE TOTALS BY 
FISCAL YEAR (2006-2008) 
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Chronic Illness 

-«! FY 2006* 

M2007 



Asthma 

598 

313 

294 

Hypertension 

2630 

1555 

1427 

Diabetes 

1658 

824 

873 

Mental Health 

933 

654 

405 

HIV/AIDS 

208 

155 

185 

Seizure Disorder 

261 

167 

143 

Tuberculosis (including TB suspects) 

998 

457 

340 

Totals 

7286 

4125 

3667 


NOTE: This information was obtained from the Casetrakker database. Eleven (11) DIMS facilities utilized Casetrakker during FY 
2006-2008 to document clinic encounters (Tacoma, San Diego, El Centro, Elizabeth, Krome, El Paso, Port Isabel, Pearsall, Houston, 
Stewart and Batavia). The remaining sites use paper charts, therefore these totals do not reflect the actual total chronic disease cases 
within the DIHS facility system and cannot be generalized. Non-DIHS facility totals are not included. 

♦The Stewart facility converted from paper charting to Casetrakker in FY 2007, therefore Stewart totals are not included in the FY 
2006 figures; the Batavia facility converted from Casetrakker to paper charting in FY 2008, therefore Batavia totals are not included in 
the FY 2008 figures. 


ICE Oversight of Infer-Governmental Service Agreement (IGSA) Facilities 

Question: Please explain how ICE determines whether an IGSA facility is qualified to provide the level of 
medical care required under the contract agreement that governs detention of individuals in those facilities. 

What is the ICE policy for continuing to house detainees at those facilities if the ICE discovers that medical 
standards are not being met? 

ANSWER: Prior to any ICE detainee being housed at an IGSA, certain safeguards must be in place. First, the 
facility must meet the minimum requirements of the agreement which will specifically address the specifics of 
medical care required. Then, the facility must complete a review to ensure that the facility has met all of the 
National Detention Standards to include medical in order to safely and humanely house ICE detainees. ICE will 
then implement monitoring of the IGSA through on-site compliance reviews, weekly ICE liaison visits and 
comprehensive annual inspections. 

Additionally, each IGSA must comply with its state and local laws regarding the delivery of health care. 

Further, each IGSA must commit to provide the same level of care to ICE detainees that is afforded its confined 
population. 

Depending on the nature of the deficiency and other factors such as past performance, the facility may be given 
the opportunity to correct deficiencies through a plan of action. However, if the deficiency poses a risk to 
detainee health and well-being, ICE is able to take several measures to ensure that detainees are kept in safe and 
humane conditions, including transferring detainees to other locations. 


Question: What health service accreditation standards are required of IGSA facilities? Does ICE policy 
require the same or different standards of federally-owned or private contract facilities? 

ANSWER: ICE requires that all detention facilities meet or exceed applicable State and local laws in regards 
to detainee health standards. National Commission on Correctional Health Care (NCCHC) or Joint 
Commission on the Accreditation of Health Care Organizations (JCAHO) accreditation is not mandatory unless 
that jurisdiction’s law expressly requires. 
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ICE inspects aii Service Processing Centers, Contract Detention Facilities, and IGSA facilities that house ICE 
detainees for over 72 hours for compliance with the National Detention Standards. 


QuCvStion: Has ICE ever considered requiring that its detention facilities, including IGSA facilities, be 
accredited by national accrediting agencies such as the National Commission for Correctional Health Care 
(NCCHC) or the Joint Commission for the Accreditation of Health Care Organizations (JCAHO)? 

ANSWER: ICE requires that all detention facilities in use maintain accreditations applicable by State and 
Federal statutes in regards to detainee health standards. In the ICE National Detention Standards of 2000, 
specifically the Medical Care Standard, it requires that “...Medical facilities in service processing centers and 
contract detention facilities will maintain current accreditation by the National Commission on Correctional 
Health Care. Each medical facility will strive for accreditation with the Joint Commission on the Accreditation 
of Health Care Organizations.” This is not a requirement for IGSA facilities due to varying state medical 
requirements under which these facilities operate. 

IGSA facility requirements are that appropriate medical care is provided to detainees, but specific NCCHC 
and/or JCAHO accreditation is not mandatory. The consideration for requiring NCCHC and JCAHO 
accreditations could be made, but could have an impact on contractual agreements with the IGSA 
facilities. National medical accreditation at both local and remote IGSA facilities, necessitate additional 
facility and operational resource cost considerations. ICE occasionally uses bedspace at small local and remote 
facilities under an IGSA arrangement, without guaranteeing occupancy. In those instances, the smaller facilities 
often cannot afford the costs required to meet NCCHC or JCAHO accreditation standards, and it would not be 
in ICE’s interest to demand such accreditation when these facilities arc not used with regularity. 


Question: How docs ICE ensure that detainees held at IGSA facilities have adequate access to translation 
services if they require such for medical care? 

ANSWER: Two mandatory components of the 2008 PBNDS require detainees’ access to information in their 
native language. Newly admitted detainees will be informed, orally and in writing (in a language they can 
understand), about how to access health services. If language difficulties prevent the health care 
providcr/officer from sufficiently communicating with the detainee for purposes of completing the medical 
screening, the officer has access to translation assistance services by telephone on an as needed basis. 


Columbia Care Residential Facility 

According to the chart provided by ICE. five of the 90 deaths that occurred in ICE custody since 2004 occurred 
at the Columbia Care Residential Facility in Columbia, SC. 

Question: Please explain the role of the CCRF in ICE’s medical programs. What qualifies a person in ICE 
detention to be referred to that facility? What kind of care is offered at CCRF and how many detainees have 
been treated there in each of fiscal years 2006, 2007 and 2008? Who operates the CCRF and how does ICE 
oversee the care at that facility? 


ANSWER: The Columbia Regional Care Center (CRCC) is a specialty care facility that ICE uses to provide 
health care for detainees who require long-term medical, mental health or specialized treatment. 
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The process is set forth in DIHS Policy manuals chapters 8.9.2, “Medical” and 15.12.1, “Long Term Mental 
Health Facilities.” 

Chapter 8.9.2: Referrals to Long Term Health Care Facilities. Detainees who have been housed in an off-site 
health care facility for more than 15 days will be evaluated (on day 15) for transfer to a SPC with a SSU or 
community long term care facility. When it is determined by the CD or the MCC that a detainee requires 
medical or mental health care for an extended period of time, the detainee will be referred to a long-term 
network facility. 

Chapter 15.12.1: Detainees who have been housed in an off-site health care facility for more than 10 days will 
be evaluated (on day 10) for transfer to a long term care facility. When it is determined by the Clinical Director 
or the Managed Care Coordinator that a detainee requires medical or mental health care for an extended period 
of time, the detainee will be referred to a long-term network facility. 

A detainee with a demonstrated mental illness who requires long-term treatment for stabilization would be a 
candidate for admission to that facility. 

CRCC is a fully secured facility designed and operated in accordance with correction standards and licensing 
requirements. CRCC provides forensic and mental health services for a wide range of mental illnesses and 
conditions. Residents have a highly structured milieu. Residence is provided for patients with advanced stage 
illnesses such as AIDS and cancer, patients requiring 24-hour a day skilled nursing care, and patients requiring 
pre and post-operative care. CCRC is equipped to handle patients with special needs, including ventilator- 
dependence, para- or quadriplegics, chemotherapy and kidney dialysis. At CRCC detainees enter a fully secured 
facility designed and operated in accordance with correctional standards and licensing requirements. DIHS 
utilizes CRCC for both medical and mental health treatment for a wide range of mental illnesses and conditions. 


iHl Fiscal Year 

COLUMBIA CARE CENTER 

FY08 Number Treated 

64 

FY07 Number Treated 

11 

FY06 Number Treated 

12 


CRCC is owned and operated by JustCare, Inc, a private detention health care company. 

The Office of Detention and Removals (DRO) staff from the Charleston, SC office serves as the liaison between 
ICE and CRCC. DIHS also assigns a case manager to monitor the care plan prescribed by the detainee’s health 
care professional and the facility and to oversee the discharge plan after the medical issues have been addressed 
or treatment is completed. 


Question: Does ICE have any plans to expand medical services at more facilities like the CCRF? 

ANSWER: ICE continues to review and evaluate detainee health care issues on a case-by-case basis to ensure 
the quality of detainee health care. At the present time, the number of detainees requiring long-term health care 
at a facility like the CCRF does not appear to be outpacing the ability to accommodate them at the CCRF. 

DIHS will continue to review individual medical cases and make recommendations concerning the placement of 
ICE detainees at the CCRF. The placement of ICE detainees at similar facilities will certainly be considered 
should the need arise. 
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ADDITIONAL QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD SUBMITTED BY 

THE HONORABLE DAVID PRICE 

Health Services for Detainees in 
U.S. Immigration and Customs Enforcement Custody 


Mental Health Care for ICE Detainees 

On March 26, 2009, the Los Angeles Daily Journal published a disturbing report alleging that ICE detainees 
referred to in-patient mental health facilities were completely restricted from contacting outside parties such as 
family members, attorneys, and other interested people or groups. In addition, the article claimed that ICE 
maintains a network of such facilities, and that local ICE field office personnel routinely directed the facility 
managers to treat patients there in a manner inconsistent with State laws regarding patient rights. 

Question: Please provide for the record the ICE policy for in-palient menial health treatment, including an 
explanation of how detainees are assessed for referral to such facilities and by whom. In addition, please 
provide an explanation of any changes to those policies since 2003. 

ANSWER: ICE local field office personnel do not routinely direct facility managers to treat patients in a 
manner inconsistent with State laws regarding patient rights. Special Advisor to the Secretary on ICE and 
Detention and Removal will address system-wide strategy to identify and address detainees with mental health 
issues. Detainees at DIHS-staffed facilities suspected of having mental illness are evaluated by DIMS mental 
health staff. At non-DIHS staffed facilities, patients with possible mental health problems are assessed in-house 
or are referred to a community provider for a mental health evaluation. Detainees at non-DIHS staffed facilities 
arc assessed according to the procedures established by the local healthcare authority. In any instance that a 
mental health evaluation reveals the need for inpatient mental health care, the detainee is referred for inpatient 
care at a mental health care inpatient facility. 

The majorities of the changes to these policies was administrative in nature and were relative to updates in 
community practice guidelines, health care standards, changes in access to care such as TAR submission and 
notification requirements and any change in organizational structure. Policies for in-patient mental health 
treatment that apply to ICE detainees are provided separately and include: 

• DIMS Policies and Procedure Manual- Mental Health, Chapter 15, 1 5.2-1 Iospitalizaton (attachment) 

• Chapter 1 5, Attachment B; Mental Health Levels of Care- III (attachment). 


Question: Please provide for the record the ICE policy for communications between ICE detainees referred to 
in-patient mental health facilities and their families, lawyers, or others who seek contact with them. 

ANSWER: ICE/DRO currently does not have a policy or procedure for communication between ICE detainees 
referred to in-patient mental health facilities. ICE/DRO does have directives through the National Detention 
Standards (NDS) and the Performance Based National Detention Standards (PBNDS) that address detainees 
held at Service Processing Centers (SPCs), Contract Detention Facilities (CDFs) and facilities with Inter- 
governmental Service Agreements that house ICE detainees for over 72 hours. Although these standards 
specifically address visitation rights-to include both families and legal counsel for detainees while in ICE 
detention - they do not apply to private facilities providing mental health services. 
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MENTAL HEALTH 
Chapter 15 


15,1. Definition. In the DIMS medical program, the term ‘'mental health provider” will apply to a 
psychiatrist, psychologist or licensed clinical social worker. 

15. 2. Referral Sources. Mental health referrals are made to the Clinical Director (CD) or designee and 
mental health provider through several sources: intake screening, sick call. Immigration and Customs 
Enforcement (ICE)/security staff and other providers. 

15. 3. Mental Health Screening. Mental health screenings are documented on several forms: DIHS-794, 
DIHS-795, DIHS-843 (see SOP 15.3.3) and DIHS-841 . If at any time during the screening process there is 
an indication of, or request for, mental health services, the Clinical Director or designee must be notified 
within 24 hours to assess whether a full mental health evaluation is indicated. Any abnormal findings on 
any mental health screening must be noted in SOAP format on the SF-600. 

15.3.1. Completing DIHS Form 794. The form has two questions related to mental health: “Are 
you afraid you might lose your mind or go crazy?” and “Are you afraid you might hurt yourself or 
others?” A “YES” response is referred to the CD or designee immediately and SOAP entry is made 
on the SF-600. 

15.3.2 Completing DIHS Form 795. Under the heading “History of Present Illness” there are two 
mental health questions regarding mental health history with self and family. If any of the two 
mental health questions have a “YES” answer, the chart will be flagged for review by the CD or 
designee no later than the next business day. A SOAP entry is made on the SF-600. 

15.3.3 Completing DIHS Form 843. The form (front and back page) shall be completed by 
medical personnel utilizing translation services if necessary. 

Front Page: The Menial Health Screening Form (DIHS 843) shall be completed for all 
detainees housed in an ICE Service Processing Center (SPC), contract detention facility or jail 
for more than 24 hours. This form is to be completed during the intake screening process by 
medical personnel (MD/DO, NP/PA, RN. LPN/LVN). ( SOP 15.3.3) 

Back Page: This section is completed by the provider at the time the history and physical is 
done. Any indication of mental illness will be reviewed by the clinieal director or designee 
within 24 hours (SOP 15.3.3). 

15.3.4 Completing DIHS Form 841 Detainee Medical Status. If there are current signs and 
symptoms of mental illness as identified in any of the previous forms, the Mental Health Screening 
section should be circled, indicating abnormal. Under the comments section a note should be made 
regarding the nature of the findings, and reflected in SF-600. 
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15. 4. Health Services Request (Sick Cal!). Each facility shall have a mechanism that provides the 
detainee with an opportunity to request mental health care sendees. The primary' process by which 
detainees request mental health services is through sick call. Sick Call will be offered during regular 
working hours Monday through Friday except federal holidays. For weekends and holidays, detainee 
requests for mental health services are assessed daily by the designated medical provider, who determines if 
the request qualifies as an emergency. AH mental health emergencies are immediately addressed by the 
Clinical Director or designee. If the request is not determined to be an emergency, it will be reviewed by 
the mental health provider no later than the next business day. Appropriate follow up appointment will be 
scheduled by a mental health provider within 72 hours and the patient will be seen within 14 days. 

15. 4. 1. Mechanisms of Health Services Request. Requests for mental health care services 
(sick call) may be through the use of a standard sick call form, a verbal request to a medical 
provider, or by presenting at sick call triage in those facilities that perform this service in the 
housing units. Local operating procedures will define how each facility administers requests for 
health services and how privacy and confidentiality are maintained. 

15. 4. 2. Documentation. Each medical facility will maintain a permanent record of sick call 
requests. The detainee name, alien number, date of request, chief complaint and date of service are 
to be included in the record. This sick call record will have a paper record maintained in a loose- 
leaf binder and stored at the facility indefinitely. Documentation of health care provided in 
response to a detainee's request will be recorded in the progress note in the health record. 
Documentation must clearly indicate the visit was a result of a sick call request. This shall be 
accomplished by utilizing a rubber stamp indicating "SICK CALL" on the health record. Entries 
need to include the date and military time the detainee was seen. 

15. 5. ICE/Security Staff. Referrals for mental health services from ICE and or security staff will be 
triaged by the Clinical Director or designee. If the request is verbal, a note will be made on the SF-600 
noting complaint, assessment and disposition in SOAP format. 

15. 6. DIHS Provider Referral. Referrals for mental health services from D1IIS providers will be made 
using DIHS form 812-1 or in SOAP note format on an SF-600. 

15.7. Mental Health Triage. Any time there is an indication of, or request for, mental health services, the 
Clinical Director or designee must be notified within 24 hours to assess whether a full mental health 
evaluation is indicated. If indicated the clinical director will refer the detainee for a full mental health 
evaluation and indicate the priority of care as either: Urgent. Today or Routine. 

15.7.1 Urgent -Crisis Management. If a patient appears to be a danger to self or others, or has a 
thought disorder that is so disorganizing he or she are not able to take care of themselves and are in 
need of close supervision, they are considered to be in crisis. The Clinical Director or medical 
designee must evaluate the risk of suicidal or violent behavior using the appropriate screening tool 
(HELPER). If the patient is found to have harmed themselves or is at imminent risk of harming 
self, reference Attachment C (Suicide Prevention Program) for more detailed information. If the 
patient is found to be at imminent risk of violent behavior, the Clinical Director or medical designee 
may make the decision to utilize medical restraints on the detainee, if other less restrictive 
interventions fail. The use of any restraints, physical or chemical, must follow guidelines by the 
National Commission on Correctional Health Care guidelines and the Joint Commission (Refer to 
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Commission (Refer to SOP 15.16). Arrangements should be made to transfer the patient to an acute 
care facility if the patient is at high risk to harm self or others or has a severe thought disorder so 
disorganizing they are not able to take care of themselves and are in need of close supervision. This 
placement is to happen immediately. For facilities with a staff psychiatrist and a short stay unit, the 
acute patient may be managed in the unit depending on facility resources. While in crisis the 
detainee may not be housed in general population. 

15.7.2. Today - Management of Symptomatic Mental Health Patients. A detainee presenting 
symptoms consistent with a mental problem, regardless of prior history of a mental health 
condition, should be seen by a mental health provider or physician no later than the next business 
day. Any detainee in need of antipsychotic medications must be seen by a psychiatrist or the 
Clinical Director/designee within 72 hours. For detainees who fall under this category the Clinical 
Director will determine housing. 

15.7.3 Routine - Management of Asymptomatic Mental Health Patients. A detainee presenting 
at intake screening w'ith a prior history of a mental health condition and is stable on medication, 
should be scheduled to see a mental health provider and physician within 14 days. The physician 
will continue administration and prescribing medications until the detainee is evaluated by the 
psychiatrist. If a physician is unavailable an NP/PA may continue medications until a physician 
can see the detainee. The physician should see the detainee the next regular working day to ensure 
continuity of care. A detainee that is stable and on medication may be housed in general 
population. 

15.8. Mental Health Evaluations. There are several categories of mental health evaluations; they are: 

15.8.1 Initial Mental Health Evaluations and Determination of Medical Capacity Evaluations. 

These evaluations are done by all DIMS mental health providers. The format prescribed by 
Attachment A will be used for both evaluations. The determination of medical capacity is utilized to 
obtain information on the detainee’s mental status in order to make medical decisions. The medical 
capacity evaluation does not impact nor is considered part of a litigious proeess. 


15.8.2 Forensic Mental Health Evaluations. Forensic mental health evaluations are requested by 
the immigration court system for use in proceedings to adjudicate the immigration status of a 
detainee. Any psychological or psychiatric evaluation requested by the immigration court which will 
be utilized to assist the court in addressing the immigration status of a detainee will be considered a 
forensic evaluation. Detainees requiring a forensic mental health evaluation shall be referred a 
psychologist or psychiatrist in the community who is not involved in a therapeutic relationship with 
the detainee so as to avoid a conflict of interest. (Sec Attachment A). 

15.8.3 241.14(f) POCR Evaluations. POCR evaluations are requested by the DIHS on behalf of 
ICE for the purpose of determining if an alien meets the criteria for continued detention under 
immigration regulation 8 C.F.R. 241.14(1) The specific finding that are required are: 

(i) The alien has previously committed one or more crimes of violence as defined in 18 U.S.C. 1 6; 

(ii) Due to a mental condition or personality disorder and behavior associated with that condition 
or disorder, the alien is likely to engage in acts of violence in the future; and 

(Hi) No conditions of release can reasonably be expected to ensure (he safety of the public. 
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These evaluations may be done by a DIHS or non-DIHS psychiatrist but must be done according to 
the prescribed format. (Refer to Attachment E). 

15.8.4 H.E.L.P.E.R. Screening Tool. This too! is used by mental health providers to assess the risk 
for suicide. All elements of the evaluation will be documented in the SF 600. 

15.9 Continuity of Mental Health Care. Scheduled follow-up visits with the mental health provider 
should be based on the detainee's mental status, response to medications, progress with psychotherapy, 
and/or need for changes in the treatment plan. Treatment plans that do not involve medications do not 
require follow-up with a psychiatrist. If the treatment plan requires addition or changes in medications, the 
change must be made by a psychiatrist. The detainee will be seen by the Physician or NP/PA for 
management and medication renewal no less than every 30 days. If the follow-up is performed by a mental 
health provider, the Clinical Director will renew the medication. If a detainee is undergoing mental health 
care in a facility that does not have an on-site mental health care provider and where the follow-ups are 
being performed by the physician or NP/PA, then the detainee must be seen by a psychiatrist at least every 
90 days. The Clinical Director will review the detainee’s medical record every 30 days. 


15.10 Short Stay Unit (SSU). DIHS has established short-stay units (SSUs) in selected Service 
Processing Centers (SPCs) as areas available to provide continuous medical and mental health care to 
detainees who require bed rest, restriction of activity and movement, supervised therapy, or continued 
surveillance. Depending on the particular SSU, these areas can accommodate three or more detainees for a 
period of 24 hours or more. SSUs are operated for the purpose of providing skilled nursing care for 
persons who are not in need of hospitalization. These areas have been divided into two to three levels 
depending upon the criteria for admission, which are also defined by the availability of medical and fiscal 
resources. (SOP 8.18 and Attachment B). All detainees will have follow up appointments no later than 72 
hours after discharge from the SSU. 

15.11 Referrals to Off-Site Consultants. Detainees Requiring Mental Health Services that cannot be 
provided by the mental health provider are referred to offsite consultants (See SOP 8.9). 

15. 12 Hospitalization. Detainees presenting with symptoms of such severity that they eannot be treated at 
the SPC will be hospitalized by the CD or designee (See SOPs 15.1 1, 8.9 and 8.9.1). The CD will be 
notified of the patient’s release from hospitalization and will determine appropriate housing, The detainee 
will be seen no later than the next working day by the CD or designee. Housing will be determined by the 
CD or designee. All involuntary hospitalizations will adhere to the state law in which the SPC is located. 

15.12.1. Long Term Mental Health Facilities. Detainees who have been housed in an off-site 
health care facility for more than 10 days will be evaluated (on day 10) for transfer to a long term 
care facility. When it is determined by the CD or the MCC that a detainee requires medical or 
mental health care for an extended period of time, the detainee will be referred to a long-term 
network facility (See SOP 8.9.2 and Attachment B). 

15.13 Medications. All patients on psychotropic medications, controlled subslanees, and other designated 
categories of medications must be placed on pill line (SOP 1 1 .9.6.1). 


15.13.1 Informed Consent for Medications. Informed consent must be obtained from the 
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detainee before any medications are administered for mental health treatment. The purpose of the 
consent is to ensure the detainee is told the name of the medication, its prescribed dose and 
schedule, what it is for, and the possible effects. A consent must be obtained for each classification 
of medication utilizing the appropriate D1HS 844 consent form or a form from a community 
provider. 

15.14. Suicide Risk Evaluation and Prevention. Detainees may be identified as being at risk for suicide 
through the initial screening process, daily observation, self-referral or by an ICE officer (see Attachment 
C). The key components of the Suicide Prevention Program will include the following: 

Identification. Those at risk for suicide should be identified based on the Mental Health Screening 
Form (DIHS-843), referrals from other health providers, self-identified, or by an ICE officer or security 
guard. 

Housing. A detainee identified as being suicidal shall have constant one to one observation. If the 
detainee is identified as being at imminent risk, or has made a suicide attempt or gesture, direct 
observation shall be maintained at all times and the room where the detainee is housed shall be as 
suicide-proof as possible (i.e. without protrusions or materials that would enable the detainee to hang or 
injure him/herself)- 

Training. AH DIMS clinical staff members who work with detainees will be trained to recognize 
verbal and behavioral cues that indicate a potential suicide risk. New staff members will complete this 
training before they are allowed to serve in the facility alone. All employees will receive this training 
annually. 

Assessment. Assessment is conducted by a qualified medical/mental health professional that 
designates the detainee’s level of suicide risk. Providers are to use the approved screening tool. 


Monitoring. The Suicide Observation Checklist (DIHS 835) will be used to monitor potentially 
suicidal detainees (See Attachment C). 

15.15. Seclusion and Therapeutic Restraints. For detainees who, due to a mental health condition arc at 
high risk for violent behavior, seclusion may be considered to reduce stimulation. Seclusion is considered 
less restrictive than restraints. Therapeutic restraints refer to measures taken as part of medical or mental 
health treatment that are designed to confine a patient’s bodily movements. Therapeutic restraints may be 
physical (i.c., use of leather restraints) or chemical (i.e., use of medications). The least restrictive treatment 
alternative will always be used first (see SOP 15.16). If it is necessary to subject a detainee to physical 
and/or chemical restraints for medical and/or mental health reasons, the use of therapeutic restraints shall 
be subject to close scrutiny. Under no circumstances shall a detainee be subjected to chemical and/or 
physical restraints for purposes of discipline or convenience. 

15.15.1. Utilization of Physical Restraints. Detainees may be subjected to physical restraints for 
medical or mental health purposes. Nursing staff may initiate seclusion or physical restraints. A written 
order of a physician or mental health provider is required prior to the use of physical restraints. When 
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When one of the above-mentioned providers is not present in the facility, a telephone order from a 
physician or mental health care provider to an on-duty medical provider may suffice. In cases where a 
telephone order for physical restraints is implemented, the physician or mental health care providers 
must sec and evaluate the patient and co-sign the order within one hour. The written order for restraints 
shall be for a limited and specific period of time not to exceed four hours per order. The order shall 
document the necessity of the restraints. 

Restraints may include fleece lined leather, rubber or canvas hand and leg restraints, and straitjackets 
(metal or hard plastic devices such as handcuffs and leg shackles cannot not be used). Detainees should 
not be restrained in an unnatural position (i.e. hog-tied, face down or spread-eagle). The Medical 
Observation of Detainee in Restraints Flow sheet (DlHS-869) should be started in which visual 
observation of the detainee is done every 15 minutes. Both the health authority and person legally 
responsible for the camp should receive daily reports on the frequency and use of physical restraints. 


Restraints will be used only after all other less restrictive options have been exhausted and until the 
detainee regains better control of his/her behavior and/or is transported to the hospital. When physical 
restraints are used, there must be clear, documented evidence in the patient’s medical record which 
states that least restrictive treatment was used and was unsuccessful in stopping the detainee’s harmful 
behavior. The Post-restraints Observation Report (DJHS-867) needs to be completed after the order to 
restrain has been discontinued (See SOP 15.16). 

15.15.2. Utilization of Chemical Restraints. Detainees may be subject to chemical restraints with 
forced psychotropic medications following the guidelines of the National Commission on Correctional 
Health Care. Forced psychotropic medications should be employed only under the following conditions 
(Refer to SOP 15.16): 

• The detainee poses an imminent or immediate threat to self or others. 

• AH restrictive or intrusive measures have been employed and judged by the treating physician, 
clinical social worker, or psychologist to be inadequate. 

• The CD or designee clearly documents in the health record the detainee's condition, the threat 
posed, and the reason for the proposed forcing of medication, including other methods 
attempted. 

• In all cases except emergencies, a second opinion with another physician or mental health care 
provider is obtained prior to forcing medication, and the treatment plan addresses withdrawal of 
the medication as soon as possible. Only the CD or other physician can write the orders for 
medication. 

• Where possible orders for forced medications are reviewed through an independent psychiatric 
evaluation to safe guard the detainee's due process. 

15.16. Substance Dependence Treatment. Detainees that are determined to have substance dependence 
may be educated, treated (in case of opioid withdrawal) and monitored on-site. Those experiencing intense 
intoxication and/or withdrawal that require intensive medical monitoring and related medical treatment will 
be referred to an appropriate facility for treatment. Outpatient treatment and monitoring of detainees with 
substance dependence may be provided on site by DIHS staff, in consultation with the appropriate 
specialist as necessary. 

15.17. Sexual Assault. Sexual assault is defined as an act of a sexual nature in which an individual is 
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coerced to engage in sexual activity against his or her will. A detainee that is sexually assaulted shall be 
evaluated and treated through community resources depending on the specific needs of the patient and the 
circumstances of the event. With the detainee's consent, a referral may be made to a community facility 
for treatment and gathering of evidence as specified in local operating procedures. Mental health follow-up 
shall be provided, as necessary. The HSA shall be responsible for making recommendations to the Officer 
In Charge regarding the separation of the detainee from his/her assailant to minimize the potential for future 
assault and victimization. Such recommendations shall be documented on the Detainee Special Need(s) 
Form (DIHS 819). In addition, an incident report must be completed and sent to DIHS Headquarters. 


15.18 Hunger Strike. Any detainee who has declared a hunger strike must be assessed by a mental health 
provider. The purpose of this assessment is to determine if the detainee has the capacity to make the 
decision to hunger strike. In addition, an incident report needs to be completed and sent to DIMS 
Headquarters (Reference SOP 8.14). 

15.19 Training and CMEs/CMUs. Every' mental health provider is responsible for completing the 
required continuing education credits in order to maintain their professional license or certification (See 
SOP 4.8). 

15.19.1 Monthly Training Requirements. The DIHS Mental Health Coordinator and Mental Health 
Education Officer will provide monthly training in topics of special interest or relevance during the 
monthly mental health provider conference call. 

15.19.2 Annual Training. The DIHS mental health staff will conduct the followingtraining for DIHS 
staff: 

• Suicide Prevention 

• Restraint and Seclusion 

• Abuse and Neglect 

• Crisis Intervention 

• Others as Needed 

15.19.3. ICE Training. The DIHS mental health staff will conduct the following training for ICE staff: 

• Suicide Prevention (SOP 15.15) 

• Mental Health Screening and Referral Process (SOP 15.3.3) 

15.20 Orientation. Each new employee will receive a general orientation to DIHS and an orientation to the 
site at which they work. In addition each mental health employee will participate in a comprehensive 
mental health orientation provided by the Mental Health Consultant and the Mental Health Coordinator. 
Every effort will be made to complete this orientation prior to beginning work at their duty station 
depending on the needs of DIHS. The mental health orientation will contain the following elements: 

• Mission and philosophy of DIHS Mental Health Program, chain of command, review of 
SOPs and LOPs 

• Position description, mental health productivity standards, how to capture encounters 

• Conducting capacity assessments, medical escorts (appropriate mental health referrals) 

• Suicide Prevention Programs, NCCHC review of correctional mental health care standards 

• Review DSM IV-TR, DIHS policy on medications, history and physicals, psychological 
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morbidity in clinics, telepsychiatry 

• Perform intakes and assessments: review medical documentation 

• Continue intakes and assessments; review medical documentation 

• Case management, development of community resources, average length of stays, 
appropriate mental health referrals 

• Short Stay Unit 

• Patient Education Material 


15.21 Credentialing. Credentialing will be established for all DIMS Mental Health staff, prior to working 
in the clinic (See SOP 4.3.1). 

15.22 Competencies. Competencies will evaluated by the National Mental Health Consultant and the 
National Mental Health Coordinator in conjunction with the medical director at the end of the orientation 
program (See SOP 15.23). 

15.23 Teiepsyehiatry. The concept of telepsychiatry’ refers to the use of long distance electronic 
communication and information technology to provide or support clinical care at a distance. Patients must 
consent to telepsychiatry consultation just as they would with any face to face encounter with a provider. 
The use of telepsychiatry at selected ICE SPCs is outlined according to SOP 15.25. 

15.24 Medical Escorts. See Chapter 8, Section 8.28 

15.25 Documentation. The initial mental health evaluation will be completed in format as set forth in 
Attachment A. All follow-up visits will be documented in SOAP note format on an SF-600. 

15,25.1 No shows/not seen. An entry in the medical record is required to document all cases where 
detainees are scheduled for medical services but are not seen by medical staff. 

Examples; 

A detainee does not report for sick call/appointment after being summoned. Documentation must 
include but is not limited to the date and time(s) the detainee was called and did not respond and the 
signature of the individual who called for the detainee. A rubber stamp with this information can be 
used but must be signed as indicated above. 

Any situation/event in the facility that prevents seeing all the detainees who requested sick call or 
were called for appointment (i.e., lock down). Documentation must include the situation, date, 
time, and a signature. 
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MENTAL HEALTH LEVELS OF CARE 
ATTACHMENT B 

PURPOSE: DETERMINING THE APPROPRIATE LEVELS OF MENTAL HEALTH 
CARE 

DIHS provides appropriate and necessary health care, relative to the patient's diagnosis. Levels 
of care can include: providing care to detainees remaining in general population, short stay units, 
community hospitalization and long-term hospitalization at Columbia Care Center. 

L GENERAL POPULATION MENTAL HEALTH CARE 

Detainees who manage most daily living activities, do not exhibit severe symptoms of 
psychological distress/disorders, are compliant with psychotropic medication and are capable of 
interacting with others would be appropriate for this level of care. 

II. SHORT STAY UNIT 

A. Detainees who require short stay care display serious symptoms of psychological 
distress/disorders, are noncompliant with psychotropic medications, are considered a risk 
to themselves or others or require direct medical supervision. This population displays 
moderate suicide risk factors (e.g. the patient verbalizes intent but does not have a plan) 
and the staff can provide for one-to-one observation. 

B. Detainees who require short stay care but are not at a facility with an on-site short stay 
unit may be housed in the segregation maintenance unit (SMU) with appropriate 
supervision. 

Detainees must meet one of the criteria to be admitted to the SSU: 

1. Are in need of constant mental health care but do not require hospitalization 

2. Are in need of supervised mental health care 

3. Have suicidal ideation or gestures that do not require hospitalization, but 
require observation in a controlled environment 

4. Are, in the opinion of the medical staff, at risk of clinical deterioration by 
remaining in the general population 

C. Detainees will need to remain in the SSU if they meet any of the listed criteria: 

1, Suicidal/homicidal ideations or gestures 

2, Socially withdrawn; ongoing social isolation/alienation with anxiety/suicidal 
ideations 

3, Psychotic symptoms increasing- not responding to medication 

4, Patient non-compliant with treatment, resulting in danger to self or others 

5, Extreme anxiety-not sufficiently responding to medication 
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6. Easily frustrated AND displaying impulsive/reckless behavior 

7. Unable to follow instructions/ negotiate basic self care needs 

8. Self-mutilation 

9. Uncontrolled command hallucinations 

10. Patient not oriented to self, time, location 

D. Criteria for discharge as applicable: 

1. Suicidal/homicidal ideations resolved/controlled 

2. Patient able to function in general population/ with provider overview 

3. Diminished psychotic symptoms and compliant with medication 

4. Patient able to provide basic self-care needs 

5. Patient is oriented to self, time, location 

6. Patient no longer considered a risk to self or others/can be rc-integrated into 
general population 

III. COMMUNITY HOSPITALIZATION 

Detainees who require community hospitalization display behavior that is significantly 
influenced by delusions or hallucinations, imminent danger of hurting self or others, failure to 
maintain minimal personal hygiene, and gross impairment in communication. 

A. Detainees must meet one of the following criteria to be admitted to the community 
hospitalization: 

1. Are in need of intense supervised mental health care 

2. Unable to maintain minimal personal hygiene 

3. Serious suicidal/homicidal act or ideation with clear expectation of hurting self 
or others 

4. Experiences decompensation and docs not comply with medication regimen 

5. Responds to command hallucinations/delusions 

B. Detainees will need to remain hospitalized if they meet any of the listed criteria: 

1. Suicidal/homicidal ideations or gestures 

2. Socially withdrawn; ongoing social isolation/alienation with anxiety/suicidal 
ideations 

3. Psychotic symptoms increasing- not responding to medication 

4. Refusal to utilize medication, resulting in danger to self or others 

5. Easily frustrated and displaying impulsive/reckless behavior 

6. Uncontrolled command hallucinations 

7. Detainee not oriented to self. time, location 

C. Criteria for discharge as applicable: 

1. Suicidal ideations abated 
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2. Patient able to function in general population/ with provider overview 

3. Diminished psychotic symptoms and compliant with medication 

4. Patient able to provide basic self-care needs 

5. Patient is oriented to self 

6. Patient no longer considered a risk to self or others 

IV. COLUMBIA CARE CENTER 

Detainees who meet the requirements of community hospitalization but require long-term stays, 
would generally meet the criteria for Columbia Care Center (CCC). Normally, the detainee 
requires more than 30 days of hospitalization and requires constant or intensive psychiatric 
intervention. 

A. Detainees must meet one of the criteria to be admitted to CCC: 

1 . Are not going to be deported within 30 days of admission 

2. Unable to perform activities of daily living for at least 30 days 

3. Continued serious suicidal/homicidal act or ideation with clear expectation of 
hurting self or others 

4. Detainee experiences decompensation and does not comply with medication 
regimen 

5. Responds to command hallucinations/delusions 

B. Detainees will need to remain hospitalized if they meet any of the listed criteria: 

1. Suicidal/homicidal ideations or gestures 

2. Psychotic symptoms increasing- not responding to medication 

3. Patient refusing to utilize medication-resulting in danger to self or others 

4. Frequently combative and displaying impulsive/reckless behavior 

5. Uncontrolled command hallucinations 

6. Detainee not oriented to self, time, location 

C. Criteria for discharge: 

1 . Suicidal/homicidal ideations have abated 

2. Patient able to function in general population with provider overview 

3. Diminished psychotic symptoms and compliant with medication 

4. Patient able to provide basic self-care needs 

5. Patient is oriented to self, time, location 
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Question: Please provide for the record all ICE memoranda issued since 2003 to facilities providing in-patient 
mental health treatment for ICE detainees. 

ANSWER: ICE does not have a record of national memoranda being issued to facilities providing in-patient 
mental health treatment for ICE detainees. However, ICE has identified four Field Offices that have issued 
memoranda or specific post orders in the local area of responsibility. These are to be used by the officers or 
contract security services providing security for individuals detained by ICE and under the care and treatment of 
facilities that provide in-patient mental health treatment for ICE detainees. All were developed utilizing the ICE 
National Detention Standards. Although the ICE National Detention Standards (NDS) were issued to facilitate 
consistent conditions of confinement, access to legal representation, and safe and secure operations, they do not 
apply to hospitals or mental institutions housing ICE detainees who are under medical care and being treated at 
an off-site institution. Hospitals or mental institutions are not ICE owned or ICE contracted facilities, and 
maintain their own independent policies and procedures that govern, among other issues, visitation, telephone 
access and confinement. 

When an ICE detainee is taken to an off site facility such as a hospital or mental institution, security staff 
normally operate under locally developed policies and procedures. These local procedures are established to 
ensure the health and well being of detainees while ensuring the safety and security of the public, other patients, 
the hospital and/or mental institution staff, and the overall safety level of the hospital or mental institution. In 
addition to the memoranda or post order issued by ICE that we have identified. ICE has also included examples 
of similar post orders used by some of the major providers of detention related services to ICE. 

Attached are the following ICE memoranda issued since 2003 to facilities providing in-patient mental health 
treatment for ICE detainees: 

Buffalo: 

Mental Health Care; Buffalo Federal Detention Center. April 2008 

Los Angeles: 

ICE Post Orders: Contracted Outside Hospitals/Psychiatrie Facilities; March 25, 2009 

Housing and Transportation of Detainees with Medical Conditions; September 28. 2006 

ICE Post Orders Medical; May 2006 

ICE Post Orders: Contracted Hospitals/Psychiatric; July 28. 2005 

Miami: 

ICE General Directives to Post Orders: January 2009 

Phoenix: 

ICE Specific Post Orders Hospital Security Officer Florence Detention Center: January 2, 2009 


Question: Please provide for the record a list of all facilities with which ICE has contracted for in-patient 
mental health treatment since fiscal year 2003. Please indicate the dates during which the contracts were in 
place, whether the contracts continue to be in place, the total number of detainees who were treated at each 
facility by fiscal year, and the median and mean length of stay for each detainee treated at each facility by fiscal 
year. 


ANSWER: Currently, there are 38 facilities that have accepted ICE detainees for in-patient treatment. The 
attached spreadsheet shows the number of referrals from ICE for inpatient mental health treatment for FY 2003 
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US Department of Homeland Security 

Immigration and Customs Enforcement 

Buffalo Federal Detention Facility Batavia. NY 

Policy Number 

Pages 

BFDF 4.5.7 

7 

Chapter 

Subject 


Health Care 

Mental Health Care 

Related Standards/Information 



ACA standards 3-ALDF-3D-08. (4-ALDF-2A-S2), 3-ALDF-4E-1 1, (4-ALDF-4C-27). 3-AI.DF- 
4K-34, (4-ALDF-4C-32), 3-ALDF-4E-37, (4-ALD F-4C-34). 3-ALDF-4F-03. (4-ALDF-5A-03), 
3-ALDF-4F-05, (4-ALDF-5A-04) NEW - (4-ALD F-4C-28 ) , (4-ALDF-4C-29), (4-ALDF-4C- 
30), (4-ALDF-4C-3I). (4-ALDF-4C-33), (4-ALD F-4C-34), / (legacy) INS HSD Chapter 16, 
(legacy) INS Detention Standards on Medical Care and Suicide Prevention and Intervention 


PURPOSE 


To describe available programs and services foT detainees in the Buffalo Federal Detention 
Facility (BFDF) who display or have been diagnosed as having mental health problems that 
require special handling, 

POLICY 


It is the policy of the BFDF to provide specialized treatment, services, and housing for detainees 
who display, or have been diagnosed as having mental health problems, Qualified mental health 
personnel, who are licensed and/or certified in their respective professional discipline, will be 
consulted by the Division of Immigration Health Services (DIHS) staff for treatment of detainees 
in need of specific mental health care. The Clinical Director or designee will oversee the 
treatment program and alt activities to be carried out in mental health cases. 

Defini tions 


The term “mentally ill” refers to the condition of a person afflicted with mental illness to such an 
extent that he requires care and treatment for his own welfare or the welfare of others. 

T he term “mentally retarded" refers to the condition of a person afflicted with substantial 
subaverage general intellectual functioning that is associated with impairment in adaptive 
behavior. 

The term “mentally impaired detainee” refers to a detainee who is mentally ill or mentally 
retarded. 
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PROCEDURAL GUIDELINES 


All menial health services and activities arc approved by the appropriate mental health authority. 
Mental health services shall include at a minimum: 

© Screening for menial health problems on intake as approved by the mental health 
professional 

® Referral to outpatient services for the detection, diagnosis, and treatment of mental illness 

© Crisis intervention and the management of acute psychiatric episodes until transfer to an 
outside hospital 

o Stabilization of the mentally ill and the prevention of psychiatric deterioration in the 
correctional setting 

® Referral and admission to licensed mental health facilities for detainees whose psychiatric 
needs exceed the treatment capability of the facility 

• Obtaining and documenting informed consent 

All detainees committed to the facility will have a mental health screening that will include 
questions and observations intended to identify mentally impaired detainees who may have 
problems adapting to the detention setting or who may be imminently dangerous to themselves or 
others. 

Dll IS staff will monitor detainees continuously throughout their detainment to identify mental 
health problems and be available for counseling and crises intervention services. 

Initial Mental Health Screenings 


All detainees receive an initial mental health screening at the time of admission to the facility by mental- 
health trained or qualified mental-health care personnel, 't he mental-health screening includes, but is not 
limited to: 

Inquiry into whether the detainee: 

• has a present suicide ideation 

® has a history of suicidal behavior 
® is presently prescribed psychotropic medication 
a has a current mental health complaint 

• is being treated for menial health problems 

• has a history of inpatient and outpatient psychiatric treatment 
® has a history of treat ment for substance abuse. 

Observation of: 

® genera! appearance and behavior 
® evidence of abuse and/or trauma 

• current symptoms of psychosis, depression, anxiety, and/or aggression. 
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Dispos i tion o f deta mee: 

o cleared for general population 

® cleared for general population with appropriate referral to mental-health care service 
® referral to appropriate mental-health care service for emergency treatment. 

The Facility Doctor or designee will review all intake medical screening forms to ascertain 
mental status information and will obtain any necessary specialty evaluations for detainees whose 
records reveal a history’ of mental illness. Additional diagnostic tests or examinations may be 
obtained at any time. 

Pending this review, a detainee demonstrating signs of serious mental illness may be housed in 
locked status in designated housing. 

The Clinical Director or designee will confer with the Facility Director regarding housing 
assignment, program assignments, disciplinary measures and transfers in and out of the facility. 

Ordinarily, the DIMS Administrator, Clinical Director and Social Worker will confer in advance 
of a mental health transfer. In emergency cases, the DIHS Administrator, Clinical Director and 
Social Worker will confer as soon as possible after the transfer. 

Notification and Referral 


Detainees who are referred as a result of the mental health screening or by staff referral will receive a 
mental health appraisal by a qualified mental health person with 14 days of admission to the facility. If 
there is documented evidence of a mental health appraisal within the previous 90 days, a new mental 
health appraisal is not required, except as determined by the designated mental health authority. Mental 
health examinations include, but are not limited to: 

• assessment of current mental status and condition 

• assessment of current suicidal potential and person-specific circumstances that increase suicide 
potential 

• assessment of violence potential and person-specific circumstances that increase violence 
potential 

• review of available historical records of inpatient and outpatient psychiatric treatment 

• review of history of treatment with psychotropic medication 

9 review of history of psychotherapy, psycho-educational groups, and classes or support groups 

® review of history of drug and alcohol treatment 

» review of educational history 

• review of history of sexual abuse victimization and predatory behavior 

® assessment of drug and alcohol abuse and/or addiction 

® use c.f additional assessment tools, as indicated 
® referral to treatment, as indicated 

• development and implementation of a treatment plan, including recommendations concerning 
housing, joh assignment, and program participation 
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Detainees referred for mental health treatment receive a comprehensive evaluation by a licensed 
mental health professional. The evaluation is completed within 14 days of the referral request 
date and includes at least the following: 

« review of mental health screening and appraisal data 
° direct observation of behavior 

• collection and review of additional data from individual diagnostic interviews and tests 
assessing personality, intellect, and coping abilities 

• compilation of the individuals mental health history' 

« development of an overall treatment/management plan with appropriated referral to 
include transfer to mental health facility for inmates whose psychiatric needs exceed the 
treatment capability of the facility. 

When a staff member suspects a detainee is mentally impaired, they will contact medical staff 
who may in turn make a referral for a mental health examination. Staff members may use the 
Mental Health Referral Form to make this initial contact with the medical staff. 

In a situation in which the detainee may present an imminent danger to self or others, the initial 
referral may be verbal, and staff may take appropriate action to ensure the safety of detainees and 
staff (such as using restraints) before notifying medical staff of the suspected mentally impaired 
dctaincc. 

Rcferrals by unit officers will be documented in the unit logbook and forwarded to DU IS, 

The initial mental health evaluation by facility medical staff is to determine whether the detainee 
requires further evaluation, continuing mental health treatment, or emergency hospitalization. 

Medical staff will review non-emergcncy referrals in accordance with DIHS Policy Chapter 13. 

Following evaluation, the evaluating mental health official will enter findings concerning the 
detainee in the medical record. 

Medical staff may make recommendations on the monitoring, observation, and handling of a 
detainee who has been diagnosed as having a serious mental illness. 

Transfers for Mental Health Treatment 


Prior to a non-emergency transfer of any detainee to a mental health facility, the physician or 
designee making the referral will prepare a written report lo be transported with the detainee. 

The report will include the date and time, the nature of the medical condition, a description of the 
detainee's behavior, the detainee's current medication (to be verified by the medical staff if 
available), and any other pertinent information from the detainee's medical records. 
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The Facility Director or designee will ordinarily be consulted ill advance of the transfer and will 
be provided the specific reasons for it. 

In the case of an emergency transfer for mental health services, the Facility Director will advise 
the court with jurisdiction over the detainee's case the following business day. 

The emergency room staff at the receiving facility will he notified of the detainee transfer and 
specific reasons for it. 

If a commitment is not secured, the detainee will be returned to the facility, where proper follow- 
up will commence with mental health treatment staff. Until re-evaluated, the detainee may be 
held in medical status in a locked housing unit. 

Program Content 

Specific procedures will ensure detainee access to intake mental health screening, ongoing 
mental health assessment, emergency mental health care, and transfer to a more appropriate 
treatment facility if necessary. 

These programs will be available to all eligible detainees. Schedules or other participation 
information will be provided in orientation and will be available through unit staff. 

Detainees will have access to qualified mental health professionals who meet the educational, 
licensing, and certification requirements specified by their respective professional discipline. 

Crisis intervention sendees will be available at all times through staff or contractual services to 
meet Lire emergent needs of the detainee population in areas such as personal or family problems, 
depression, or other manifestations of mental health-related problems. 

Substance abuse counseling will be provided by the DIMS Social Worker as dictated by the needs 
of the detainee population. Detoxification will not be done at this facility. If detoxification is 
necessary, as determined by the responsible physician, (he Clinical Director, in consultation with 
the USA, will notify the Facility Director and the detainee will be referred out of the facility for 
specialized care in a detoxification facility. 

A suicide prevention program will operate under the direction of health service staff to prevent 
detainees from harming themselves in any way and specifically to intervene in suicidal behavior. 
Staff involved in this program will receive appropriate training approved by the Health Services 
Administrator. 

The mental health staff, through the Facility Doctor, may refer to outside mental health services, 
detainees who require mental health treatment not reasonably available in this Facility. 
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Records 

All mental health treatment and diagnostic activity will be recorded in the medical record. Entries 
in the medical record will reflect diagnostic and treatment strategics employed in each case 
where required, including referral for outside treatment or transfer. 

C risis Intervention 


When a detainee exhibits questionable, bizarre or extremely inappropriate behavior, the detainee 
may be placed in the Special Housing Unit. 

Staff responsible for the supervision of detainees will be trained to be alert to possible indicators 
of acute mental illness, on suicide prevention techniques, how to respond to an in-progress 
suicide attempt and to be alert to possible indicators of potentially suicidal detainees. 

On identifying a detainee requiring immediate attention for psychiatric or mental illness, the Shi ft 
Commander and medical staff member on duty will be notified for evaluation. 

If a potential mental health crisis arises after regular operating hours, or on weekends or holidays, 
and is likely to require commitment to an outside mental health treatment facility, the facility 
Doctor and USPHS Administrator will be notified and will confer on any such transfer. 

Suicide Prevention and Intervention Program 


A suicide prevention program is approved by DHLS and reviewed by the Facility Director. It includes 
specific procedures for handling intake, screening, identifying, and supervising of a suicide-prone 
detainee and is signed and reviewed annually. The program includes staff and detainee critical incident 
debriefing that covers the management of suicidal incidents, suicide watch, and death of a detainee or 
staff member. It ensures a review of critical incidents by administration, security and health services. 
All staff with responsibility for detainee supervision are trained on an annual basis in the implementation 
of the program. Training includes but is not limited to: 

• identifying the warning signs and symptoms of impending suicidal behavior 

« understanding the demographic and cultural parameters of suicidal behavior, including incidence 
and variations in precipitating factors 

• responding to suicidal and depressed inmates 

® communicating between correctional and health care personnel 
® using referral procedures 

• housing observations and suicide-watch level procedures 

• follow-up monitoring of detainees who make a suicide attempt. 

Su icide Attempts 

Suicidal inmates are under continuous observation until seen by a mental health professional. 
Subsequent supervision routines are in accordance with that ordered by the mental health 
professional. The staff member doing the continuous watch shall document observations on the 
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Division of Immigration Health Services (DfHS) Suicide Observation Checklist Form S35. in 
accordance with USPfLS procedural guidelines 

Serious suicide attempts may require first aid by medical staff on duty or health-care-trained 
officers. Medical follow-up as indicated will be provided. Potentially harmful items such as 
certain food items, food utensils, food containers, razor blades, belts, matches, pens, pencils, 
mirrors, glasses, and any sharp items will be removed from, the detainee and the cell in which he 
or she is placed. When standard issued clothing presents a security or medical risk, the detainee 
is supplied with a security garment that promotes detainee safety and prevents humiliation and 
degradation. Any such action will be recorded in the log book. 

Written reports of any suicide attempts will be forwarded to the Shift Commander, and copies 
will be sent to the Facility Doctor and the USPHS Administrator. 

Severe Mental Illness and Developmenta l Dis abilitie s 

Generally, detainees with severe mental illness and / or severe developmental disabilities shall 
not be brought to the BFDF for housing. In the event a detainee of this nature arrives at the 
BFDF he shall receive a full mental health evaluation and be referred lor placement in non- 
correctional facilities or in units specifically designated for handling this type of individual. 

Psychotropic Drugs 

Administration of psychotropic drugs such as antipsychotics and antidepressants and drugs 
requiring non-oral administration wall be under the direction of a physician or person specifically 
authorized by the physician, and they will be given only in accordance with written instructions 
recorded in the medical record. 


Final Approval: 

Effective 7 
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U.S. Immigration 
and Customs 
Enforcement 


September 28, 2006 LA DRO 06-001 

MEMORANDUM FOR 


FROM: 

/ 

SUBJECT: Housing and Transportation of Detainees with Medical Conditions 

Responsibility for the health and well being of detainees in ICE custody lies with the Office of 
Detention and Removal Operations (DRO). The repeated, daily transport between various ICE 
facilities of detainees who arc not in optimal health constitutes an unnecessary liability to the agency 
and hampers the efficiency of DRO operations. Effective immediately, all Assistant Field Office 
Directors, Officers in Charge, Assistant Officers in Charge, Chief Immigration Enforcement Agents, 
ant! Detention Operations Supervisors will ensure strict adherence to the guidelines set forth in this 
memorandum. These guidelines supersede all previously issued Los .Angeles Field Office (LAFO) 
policies on this subject. 

Detainees in DRO custody who are identified by United States Public Health Service (USPHS) 
personnel as having a medical condition of any kind, including any medical condition that requires 
the administration of medication at regular intervals, will be housed at the San Pedro Processing 
Center (SPP) or a contract facility designated for such purposes. Once a detainee is identified by 
USPHS personnel as having a medical condition, the detainee will not be transported from SPP or 
the contract facility for any reason except to effect the detainee’s removal or for emergency medical 
treatment at a hospital or other medical facility. Any transportation of a detainee who has been 
identified by USPHS personnel as having a medical condition for any other reason is strictly 
prohibited unless approved, in writing, by the Deputy Field Office Director, LAFO. All 
administrative processing of detainees who have been identified by USPHS as having a medical 
condition will be conducted by SPP personnel at SPP or the contract facility, without exception. 

Detainees who have been identified by USPHS personnel as having a medical condition will 
continue to be processed and served in accordance with existing procedures (see attached 
memorandum entitled, "ICE Transportation, Detention and Processing Requirements." dated January' 
5 1 , 2005). Any employee having questions regarding this policy should contact acting Chief of Staff 
Robert Carmack at (213) 216-S41 1. 


All Employees 

/£o's Angeles Field Office \X 
(Detention and RcfrfpdqFOrwrstions 

Field Office Director 7 
Los Angeles. California 
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Office, oj Detention and Removal Operations 

L.S. Department of Uometami Security 

300 N. Los Angeles Street. 3763 1 A 
Los Angeles. CA 90013 



U.S. Immigration 
and Customs 
Enforcement 


March 29. 2009 


MEMORANDUM FOR: Jesse Ramos 

Staff Officer 
HQ/DRO 

FROM: Ruben Vela 

DO 

Los Angeles Field Office 


SUBJECT: LAFO Response to Conrad Aganan's questions. 


Question 1 : 1’lease provide for the record all ICE memoranda issued since 2003 to facilities 
providing in-patient mental health treatment for ICE detainees. 

LAFO Response: A query of the LAFO repostlo: > to-.- Standard Operation Proto lures. 
Memoranda, and Directives did not yield specific memoranda issued, to medical facilities. A 
memorandum issued by James T. Hayes on September 28, 2006. pertaining to t’no housing and 
•transportation of detainees with medical, conditions was discovered during the search. Even 
though this memorandum was sent to LAFO personnel (not to facilities) it will be submitted 
for yc;{f review. 


Question 2: Please provide for the record the ICE policy for communications between ICE 
detainees referred to in-patient mental health facilities and their families, lawyers, or others 
who seek contact with them. 

Please locate for your AOR, any memoranda, local policies or standard operating procedures or 
other materials issued by the field office governing or providing direction to in-patient mental 
health facilities and how they will provide the detainees admitted there contact (phone, mail, 
visitation) with their families, lawyers, or others who seek contact with them. 

This includes any post orders or other guidance for the conduct of remote custody guard 
services at these menial health facilities. 



729 


In short any documentation issued or used by the field office that contains any information or 
guidance relating to visitation ( all visitors to include attorney visits), telephone usage, or other 
access in these mental health facilities must be provided. 


LAFO Response: A query' of the LAFO repository tor Standard Operation Procedures, 
Memoranda, and Directives uncovered three documents which specifically dealt with Post 
Orders, 

1 . On July 28. 2005, Post Orders were issued for staff located at hospital units. 

2. I n May 2006, revised Post Orders were issued tor staff located at hospital units and also 
escorting detainees to and from medical appointments. 

3. On December 6, 2007, Henry Lewis (Spectrum Security Services) issued a 
memorandum to the contract detention staff, advising them that Post Orders are to be 
considered as directive issued by LA ICE/DRO. 

Furthermore, in LAFO’s continuing effort to review and refine operations, the Post Orders 
'.'.ere revised on March 25, 2009. The attached revised Post Orders have been vetted through 
Old A and . HQ, DRO staff. 
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DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND SECURITY 
IMMIGRATION AND CUSTOMS ENFORCEMENT 
LOS ANGELES FIELD OFFICE 
LOS ANGELES, CALIF. 

Revised: July 28, 2005 


POST ORDERS 

CONTRACTED OUTSIDE HOSPIT ALS/ PSYCHIATRIC 
LOCATION Contracted Outside Hospitals/ Psychiatric 

PERSONNEL Contract Guard Service 


HOURS Ol OPERATION 


SUPERVISOR 


EQUIPMENT 


TYPE OF POST 


Variable 


ICE SIEA / Contract Guard Supervisor 


Handcuffs, Leg Irons, Belly Chain and 
Handcuff Key 


Armed / Unarmed 


AREA OF RESPONSIBILIT Y 


Hospital Unit 
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DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND SECURITY 
IMMIGRATION AND CUSTOMS ENFORCEMENT 
LOS ANGEI.ES FIELD OFFICE 
LOS ANGEI.ES, CALIF. 


Revised. July 28. 2005 


POST ORDERS 

CONTRACTED OUTSIDE HOSPITALS/ PSYCHIATRIC: 

SPECIFIC MISSION 

Our primary mission at the hospital unit is prevention of any escapes. Keep eye contact with 
patients at all times. All other interaction with patient is to he very limited. Officers are not to 
assist in any forced medication or any psychiatric nurse functions. All Officers assigned to this 
post will comply and dress irt uniform. 

VISITS 

For security reasons the f ield Office Director, or Deputy Field Officer or Section Chief will 
authorize visits for detainees in the hospital for Detention and Removal or their designee only. 
Hospital visitations will he authorized on a case by case basis with the following criteria 
considered. 

• Serious of illness or injury . 

• I ength of hospital stay s. 

• Safety of Hospital Staff and other patients. 

« In accordance with Hospital Guidelines. 

Hospital visits will generally be authorized for legal representatives and immediate family 
members only. Visitors will be limited to 15 minutes per person with a 2-person limit in the 
hospital room at all time. For safety and security purposes, the Officer will remain in the hospital 
room during the visit at all times. 

It is important to note that these visits arc authorized on a case by ease basis and detainee and 
officer safety is paramount. Security will be notified that the visit has been approved. 

TELEPHONES 

Detainee(s) will not use the telephone or hold conversations with members of the public without 
prior approval 
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DEPARTMENT Of HOMELAND SECURITY 
IMMIGRATION AND CUSTOMS ENFORCEMENT 
LOS ANGELES FIELD OFFICE 
LOS ANGELES, CALIF. 

Revised July 28. 2005 

FONT ORDERS 

CONTRACTED OUTSIDE HOSPITALS/ PSYCHI ATRIC 

DETAINEE PROPERTY 

No property will lx- given to the detainee. Detainees will not be allowed access to their personnel 

property during their stay at the hospital 

SPECIFIC RESPONSIBILITIES 

1 . ( 'heck all special, directives and/or orders from the duty supervisors. 

2. The relieving officer will be briefed regarding any incidents that have occurred; such as 
paticnt(s) admittance or releases; and if any discrepancies have been reported Hourly watch 
calls will be made to the guard services supervisor on a 24 hours bases. 

3. Ensure that a count of the palicnt(S) is accounted and completed in your area of responsibility 
prior to relieving the on duty officer. Be sure to maintain accountability of the paticrit(s) at 
ail times. In the event of an escape notify the Hospital Security and the local Law 
Enforcement. After notification of the local Law Enforcement Agencies immediately notify 
the on duty ICE Supervisor and the guard services chain of command 

4. Inventory equipment (Note: Any discrepancies should he reported immediately to your 
Supervisor). 

5. I he Hospital unit will be staffed by two officers under the direction of the ICE Supervisor on 
duty. 

6. At no lime will the officerfs) leave (he post unless properly relieved. 

7. If a situation arises and you’re not clear about the policy or procedure, contact your 
supervisor for assistance or contact the ICE Supervisor on duty. 

8. Hospital personnel shall accomplish any need for the use of force within the hospital 
perimeter. Hospitals staff, at there discretion will request assistance from the Detention 
Officers. All incidents on the use of force shall be reported to ICE through the proper Chain 
of Command. 
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DEPARTMENT OE HOMELAND SECURITY 
IMMIGRATION AND CUSTOMS ENFORCEMENT 
LOS ANGELES FIELD OFFICE 
LOS ANGELES, CALIF. 


Revised: July 2H, 2005 


POST ORDERS 

CONTRACTED OUTSIDE HOSPITALS/ PSYCHIATRIC 


9. Inspect the room for any potential safety Hazards and possible escape routes ensure till 

windows and secondary access areas are secured at .ill times. Any discrepancies notify the on 

duty ICE Supervisor and your Supervisor 

USE OF RESTRAINTS 

!. During the application of restraints officers will adhere to established guidelines and training. 

2. Detainee will be shackled to the bed when not under direct observation from the officer. 
(Except F1HC Alhambra where Shackles are not authorized) 

3. Should a detainee become resistant to established behavior guidelines contact the on duty 
ICE Supervisor immediately. 

GENERAL RESPONSIBILITIES 

1. 1 he Shift Supervisor is to be notified immediately if the person assigned to this post knows 
of any reason including, but no limited to, physical or mental condition that would keep 
him/her front being alert and attentive to duty or from carrying out the duties of the post. 

2. Items that may distract you front attention to your duties are not permitted in yout area of 
responsibility. Such items include, but are not limited to, homework, radios, TV’s, alarm 
clocks, recorders, duffel bags, tote bags, and/or suitcases. 

3. Be familiar with all procedures and policies concerning the movement mid conduct of 
paticnt(s), Know what to do in emergencies. When in doubt, call the shift supervisor. 

4 . At no time will the logbook be more than I hour behind in entries. 

5. Logbooks are official legal documents and will not be used tor any other purpose. 

6. Never remove any page from a logbook, line out and initial, any mistakes in the logbook 
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DEPARTMENT OF HOME1 AND SECURITY 
IMMIGRATION AND CUSTOMS ENFORCEMENT 
I . OS ANGF.I.ES FIELD OFFICE 
LOS ANGELES, CALIF. 


POST ORDERS 

CONTRACTED OUTSIDE HOSPITALS/ PSYCHIATRIC 


THESE POST ORDERS DO NOT COVER EVERYTHING THAT MAY HAPPEN ON 
YOUR TOUR OF DUTY; HOWEVER, WHERE NOT COVERED SPECIFICALLY BY 
INSTRUCTIONS HEREIN, THE MOST APPROPRIATE PROCEDURE OR SOLUTION 
WILL BE APPLIED, KEEPING IN MINI) THE BASK GUIDELINES OF THESE POST 
ORDERS. SHOULD SITUATIONS ARISE THAT ARE NOT COVERED CONATCT 
YOUR CHAIN OF COMMAND, TO INCLUDE THE, ICE DUTY SUPERVISOR FOR 
FURTHER GUIDANCE. 
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U.S. DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND SECURITY 
IMMIGRATION AND CUSTOMS ENFORCEMENT 
SAN PEDRO PROCESSING CENTER 
SAN PEDRO, CALIFORNIA 

Revised. May, 2006 


POST ORDERS 
MEDICAL 


LOCATION 


Medical Offices 


PERSONNEL 2 Contract Officers (1 st Shift) 

1 Contract Officer (2 nd Shift) 


HOURS OF OPERATION 0630 - 2200 Hours (Mon - Fri) 

1400 -2200 Hours (Sat & Sun) 


SUPERVISOR 


Contract Shift Commander 


EQUIPMENT 


Logbook, Radios 


TYPE OF POST 


Shutdown 


AREA OF RESPONSIBILITY Medical Offices And Escorting 

Detainees To And From Their 
Appointments. 


t 
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U.S. DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND SECURITY 
IMMIGRATION AND CUSTOMS ENFORCEMENT 
SAN PEDRO PROCESSING CENTER 
SAN PEDRO, CALIFORNIA 

Revised: May, 2006 


POST ORDERS 
MEDICAL 

SPECIFIC RESPONSIBILITIES: 


Medical Officers arc primarily responsible with ensuring the safety 
and security of the facility medical clinic. Officers conduct escorts of all 
detainees that have appointments with the Public Health Service (PHS) and 
coordinate with all housing units in order to have said detainees present for 
their appointments. 

Officers will come into contact with a wide variety of detainees. 
Medical Officers supervise different personality types, ethnicities and age 
groups. Officers will also deal with detainees with special medical 

problems, such as: diabetes, epilepsy, heart conditions, allergies and various 
psychological conditions. 


2 
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U.S. DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND SECURITY 
IMMIGRATION AND CUSTOMS ENFORCEMENT 
SAN PEDRO PROCESSING CENTER 
SAN PEDRO, CALIFORNIA 

Revised: May, 2006 


POST ORDERS 
MEDICAL 


Specific Instructions 
LOG BOOK SIGN IN SHEET 

The logbook will be kepi current throughout ihc shift. Special circumstances will be 
documented such as - , emergency arrivals, medical refusals, by cither medical staff or 
detainees. In addition, any dispersal of "special needs” forms needs to be documented in 
the logbook. The logbook entry should contain the alTectcd detainees name, A-number, 
and the person to whom the form was delivered. 

The sign in sheet will be used to keep accountability of the detainees. Arrival and 
departure time should be recorded as well as their point of origin and destination. 

Detainees must be in jumpsuits or proper attire prior to being brought down to the 
medical office. Proper attire may consist of a jumpsuit or pants and a shirt, sweatshirt, 
(females must wear sweatshirts at all times) sock and shoes. 

The medical officer will determine and account for the number of detainees scheduled for 
or present in the medical offices. 

DAILY TOUR OF DUTY (DA YSHIFT) 

i Moth ofltccrs an :ve at 0o30 h<iuu The ■ ationan oflicci will report to medical. The 
stationary medical officer will report to the PMS medical clerk and retrieve a pod list 
of medical appointments. The stationary officer will distribute the lists to all the 
bousing units. 

2. The medical runner will begin to escort the detainees from general population that 
are scheduled to be scon by PUS. PHS may dictate the older in which the detainees 
may be brought down. 

3. The logbook must reflect the name. A#, and pod of all detainees that arc seen by 
PHS. as well as the time they were escorted to and from PHS. 


3 
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U.S. DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND SECURITY 
IMMIGRATION AND CUSTOMS ENFORCEMENT 
SAN PEDRO PROCESSING CENTER 
SAN PEDRO, CALIFORNIA 

Revised: May, 2006 


POST ORDERS 


MEDICAL 


4, Once the medical offices arc secured for the morning, (he medical runner will 
retrieve all unused razors from the housing units. The stationary officer will assist 
with facility operations such as feeding or recreation movements, Both medical 
officers will remain readily available if called upon by the PHS staff to assist i.e. a 
medical emergency. Upon completion of facility feeding, both medical officers will 
report back to the medical offices and resume with sick call appointments. 

DAILY TOUR Oh DUTY (SWINCSHIFT) 

1. The Medical Officer will report to medical and assist the dayshifl medical officers 
until 1430 hours. At 1430 hours the swingshift Medical Officer will assume 
responsibilities. 

2. If there arc no detainees being seen by PHS at ! 600 hours, then the Medical Officer 
will assist with the facility count. 

3. At 1630 hours, the Medical Officer assists PHS staff with dispensing insulin. 

4. Upon completion of insulin dispensing, the Medical Officer will assist with facility 
feeding. 

5 Upon completion of feeding, the Me.iiic!.; Officer should leium to medic;!! and assisi 

with nighttime sick call, it applicable. If nighttime sick call is completed, then the 
Medical Officer will check in with the supervisor and conduct further duties 
delegated to him/her. 

6. At approximately 2000 hours, the medical officer will assist the PHS staff member 
with dispensing medication. The officer should assist with finding detainees for the 
staff member. Upon completion of dispensing medications, the Medical Officer 
should collect and refill the Tylenol envelopes for Swingshift. The Medical Officer 
will conduct any other duties delegated to him/her from the shift supervisor. Prior to 
the Medical Officer logging out for the evening, he'she will ensure the Medical 
Officer’s desk is left clean and in an orderly fashion. 
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U.S. DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND SECURITY 
IMMIGRATION AND CUSTOMS ENFORCEMENT 
SAN PEDRO PROCESSING CENTER 
SAN PEDRO, CALIFORNIA 

Revised: May. 2006 


POST ORDERS 
MEDICAL 

GENERAL RESPONSIBILITIES 

1. The Shift Supervisor is to be notified immediately if the person assigned to this post 
knows of any reason including, hut not limited to, physical or mental condition that 
would keep him/her from being alert and attentive to duty or from carrying out the 
duties of the post. Cellular phones arc not permitted on any post. 

2. Items that may distract you from attention to your duties are not permitted in your 
area of responsibility. Such items include, but arc not limited to, reading material, 
homework, radios, TV’s, alarm clocks, and recorders. Cellular phones are not 
permitted on any post. 

3. At no time will a detainee he permitted to visit or loiter in your area of supervision. 

4. Smoking is permitted outside of the buildings, in the designated area, next to the 
North Gate office. 

5. Know your call sign; know when you arc being called (if the post requires a radio). 

6. Answer the telephone in a professional manner, stating your name and post 
designation. 

It is the steii uHrier s responsibility to ensure that the post orders, updates, arid alt 
other official documents are on post and secured in a safe place at all times. 
Detainees will not be permitted access to any documents not addressed to them. Do 
not destroy or deface any official document. 

8. Be familiar with all procedures and policies concerning the movement and conduct of 
detainees. Know what to do in emergencies. When in doubt, call the shiA supervisor. 

9. Investigate any unusual activities and detainee behavior, such as groups of detainee's 
congregation, or signs of tension or unrest, and report it to the shift supervisors 
immediately. 
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U.S. DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND SECURITY 
IMMIGRATION AND CUSTOMS ENFORCEMENT 
SAN PEDRO PROCESSING CENTER 
SAN PEDRO, CALIFORNIA 

Revised: May, 2006 


rOST ORDERS 
MEDICAL 


10. Be exceptionally diligent in your detainee and material searches to prevent the 
introduction of any contraband into the housing units or facility, 

1 l.Thc logbook will be maintained at all times with up to date entries. Lines between 
log entries shall not be skipped; entries not of a routine nature such as fights or 
medical emergencies shall be written in red ink; the date shall be recorded on every 
page; supervisors' post inspections shall also be recorded in red ink. Entries include, 
but ore not limited to the following: 

a) counts 

b) movements 

c) stalT visits 

d) post inspections 
c) meal service times 

f) reading room times 

g) deportation call 

h) PUS visits 

i) laundry pick-up/delivery 

j) unusual activity 

12. In addition, the following logbook entry should be used for all posts at the beginning 

arid at the end of each and every shift 

Beginning of Shift 

1 Officer _ have been posted as "posted duty" . Officer 

tins been posted as ’‘al temnlc officer*’ . We have read all post 

orders and have reviewed all pass-down information. Security equipment is 
accounted for and a security inspection has been completed. “All is normal and 
secure at this time” - or state current status of your post. 


End of Shift 

Officers and have been relieved by Officers 

and . All pass-down information has been 


documented and security equipment has been turned over. 


6 
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L’.S. DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND SECURITY 
IMMIGRATION AND CUSTOMS ENFORCEMENT 
SAN PEDRO PROCESSING CENTER 
SAN PEDRO, CALIFORNIA 

Revised: May. 2000 


POST ORDERS 
MEDICAL 


13. At no time will the logbook be less than 30 min. behind in entries. Entries on 
security checks and safety & security chocks should be made in IRREGULAR 
intervals. 

14. Logbooks are official legal documents and will not be used for any other purpose. 

15. Never remove any page from a logbook, line out and initial any mistakes in the 
logbook. 

16. THESE POST ORDERS DO NOT COVER EVERYTHING THAT MAY 
HAPPEN ON YOUR TOUR OF DUTY; HOWEVER, WHERE NOT 
COVERED SPECIFICALLY 1IY INSTRUCTIONS HEREIN, THE MOST 
APPROPRIATE PROCEDURE OR SOLUTION WILL IJE APPLIED, 
KEEPING IN MIND THE BASIC GUIDELINES OK THESE POST ORDERS. 



APPROVED BY OIC: 
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SPECTRUM SECURITY SERVICES, INC 
EOS ANGELES AND ORANGE COUNTY 
Vhvnr ti ( 714 ) 720-831 1 or (800) 499-7887 


MEMORANDUM 

DECEMBER 6, 2007 


TO: ALL SPECTRUM SECURITY PERSONNEL 

FROM: HENRY M. LEWIS, VP OPERATIONS 

LOS ANGELES AND ORANGE COUNTIES 

SUBJECT: ICI PRO HOSPITAL POST ORDERS 

This memorandum is to sen e as a reminder lo all Spectrum Security staff that the 
Los Angeles 1CE/DRO Hospital Post Orders are to be considered a written directive 
from the Field Office Director for LA ICE/DRO. 

A copy w ill he made available for review w ith your shift supervisor. Each officer 
must become familiar w ith these post orders. 

On page four under the heading “General Responsibilities” item U7 clearly spells 
out what is n o t aut ho rized within the individual officer’s area of responsibility. 

Spectrum Security staff that arc found to he in violation of these post orders will be 
served a written letter of w arning by their immediate supervisor. If this fails to 

correct the situation additional action w ill he taken at a higher level. 



Henry M. Lew is 

Vice President, Operations 


Attachment 
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CONTRACTED OUTSIDE HOSPITALS / PSYCHIATRIC 

LOCATION Contracted Outside Hospitals/Psychiatric 

PERSONNEL Contract Detention Staff and Immigration 

Enforcement Agents. 

HOURS OF OPERATION Variable 

SUPERVISOR ICE SIEA / Contract Detention Supervisor 

EQUIPMENT Handcuffs, Leg Irons, Belly Chain and Hand 

Cuff Key 

TYPE OF POST Armed / Unarmed 

AREA OF RESPONSIBILITY Hospital 
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Department of Homeland Security 
Immigration and Customs Enforcement 
Los Angeles Field Office 
Los Angeles, California 


Revised March 25, 2005) 


POST ORDERS 

CONTRACTED OUTSIDE HOSPITALS/PSYCHIATRIC FACILTIES 
SPECIFIC MISSION 

The primary mission of this security detail is to provide direct supervision for detainees at 
all times while ensuring a safe and secure environment for the detainee and the public. 

All other interaction with the detainee outside of this mission is to be kept at a minimum. 
Officers are to provide security only and not to assist in any forced medications or any 
psychiatric nurse functions. All Contract Detention Staff (CDS), and Immigration and 
Customs Enforcement (ICE) staff assigned to this post will adhere to the following post 
order requirements. 

All staff assigned to this post will be required to wear official duty uniform dress. 
DETAINEE LOG 

A Detainee Log will be kept for each detainee who is hospitalized. The log will be 
specific to each detainee and will document all detainee requests, grievances, telephone 
calls, v isits, and other notable incidents (i.e. attempted escapes, acts of aggression, 
unauthorized visits). Upon discharge from the hospital, the log sheets will be forwarded 
to the on-duty Los Angeles Staging Facility (I. ASF ) Supervisory Immigration 
Enforcement Agent (S1FA). 

RM OKD KEEPING AND HUE MAIN PENANCE 

All detainee logs and requests will be forwarded to the on-duty Supervisory Immigration 
Enforcement Agent lor review and be collected by the Archive Custodian. The records 
will be kept for a period of not less than three years. 

DETAINEE REQUESTS 

Detainee, or legal representatives thereof, requesting special phone access, visitors, or 
other accommodations will be required to complete a Detainee Request Form (DRF). 
DRF's w ill be made available by the CDS and ICE staff. CDS and ICE staff will assist in 
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completing the request form if the detainee is illiterate or non- English speaking. The CDS 
or ICE staff will immediately fax report the request to the on-duty LASF S1EA. 

Request decisions will he returned within 1 2 hours. If the request is denied, concurrence 
of an Assistant Field Office Director will be required. 

All detainee requests and responses will be documented in the detainee log. 


DETAINEE GRIEVANCES 


Detainees may file a grievance utilizing the standard Detainee Grievance Form (DGF). 
CDS and ICE staff will assist a detainee in completing the DGF if the detainee is illiterate 
or non-English speaking. The CDS will immediately fax/report the form to the on-duty 
LASF SIEA. All grievances will be documented in the detainee grievance log. 


VISITATION 

Visitation privileges will ensure (hat detainees will be able to maintain contact through 
visits with family, associates, consulate officials and legal representatives. All visits must 
be pre- approved by ICE. Any request for visitation " ill be in accordance w ith the 
facilities’ established hours and procedures. 

• Detainees or visitors can request visitat ion through the use of the DRF. 

• Once ICE has made a determination regarding visitation, the detainee will receive 
a copy of the decision. The response w til include: 

o Number of visitors a detainee may receive based on space, scheduling and 
staff availability, 
o Time and length of visit 
o N ames of individuals appro' cd for visitation 
o Or reason for denial 

Frocetinres tor oenanee vtsmmun at :1k no ; 

• The CDS and ICE staff will be required to maintain a visitors log to document all 
visits a detainee receives during his or her stay at an outside facility. The log book 
will include the following information: 

o The name and alien registration number of the detainee visited, 
o The visitors name and address, 
o The visitor’s relationship to the detainee, 
o The date, time in and time out. 

• The visit will be documented in the detainee log, 

• The number of visitors a detainee may receive and the length of visits will be 
limited only by reasonable constraints of space, scheduling, staff availability, 
safety, security and good order. 
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• When approved, a visit of at least thirty minutes will be provided under normal 
conditions. 

• Visitors will be required to provide positive photo identification, such as a valid 
driver’s license, unexpired passport or other photo identification. 

• All visitors are subject to a personal inspection, which may include a pat-down 
search as well as a visual check of purses, briefcases, packages and other 
containers. 

• No person who refuses to be searched may be permitted to visit, 

« The CDS or ICE staff may terminate a visit when there is reasonable suspicion 
that the detainee has acted in a way that constitutes a threat to visitors, staff and 
other individuals or for the safety, security or good order of the facility. 

• Termination of visitations will be annotated in the log book and detainee log. The 
termination will be immediately reported to the on-duty S1EA. 

• With the exception of legal representatives, visitors may not give anything 
directly to a detainee during their visits. 

• Legal representatives can provide documents or other written material to a 
detainee, which shall be inspected but not read by CDS or ICE Staff. 

• To the extent possible, CDS and ICE staff will take measures to grant reasonable 
privacy when a detainee is speaking with his/her legal representation. 


TELEPHONES 

Detainee's telephone access will be dependant upon the facility and will be in accordance 
with each facility’s established policies for telephone use. When a telephone is located in 
the detainee’s room, the use of telephone will be allowed during general “waking hours”. 

If the telephone is not in the detainee's room and is not accessible without jeopardizing 
safety and security, restrictions may apply. In instances where phone restrictions are in 
place, staff will dearly document w hy such restrictions are necessary to preserve safety, 
security and good order of the facility. Regular accommodation for access to phones 
outside of the detainee’s room will be made at least once a day and for a minimum of 20 
minutes. 

To the extent possible. CDS or ICE staff w ill take measures to grant reasonable privacy 
when a detainee is speaking with his/her legal representative. 

Special accommodations can be requested using the DRF and approved by ICE 
personnel. 

DETAINEE PROPERTY 

No property will be given to the detainee. Detainees will not be allowed access to their 
personal property (v\ ith the exception of legal material) during their stay at the hospital. 
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USE OF RESTRAINTS 

1 . During the application of restraints, officers will adhere to established guidelines and 
training, 

2. Dctainee(s) will he shackled to the bed when not under direct observation. (Except 
BHC Alhambra where shackles are not authorized). 

3. Should a detainee become resistant or violate established behavior guidelines 
immediately contact the on duty LASF SIF.A. 

0 EN ERAL R F.S PO N SI B 1 1.I T 1 ES 

1 . Immediately notify your immediate Supervisor if the person assigned to this post 
knows of any reason including, but not limited to, physical or mental condition that 
would keep him/her from being alert and attentive to duty or from carrying out the duties 
of the post. 

2. Items that may distract you from attention to your duties are not permitted in your area 
of responsibility. Such items include, but are not limited to. homework, radios, TV’s, 
alarm clocks, recorders, duffel bags, tote bags and 'or suitcases. 

3. Be familiar with all procedures and policies concerning the movement and conduct of 
detatnee(s). Know what to do in emergencies. When in doubt, notify your immediate 
supervisor. 


4. Maintain and update established logbooks on a constant basis. 

5. Logbooks are official legal documents and " ill not be used for any other purpose. 

6. Never remove pages from a logbook. Line out and initial any mistakes made in the 

logbook. Utilization of white out is strictly prohibited. 

M‘l Ml l< Hl.SPOVHBII lilts 

1 . Check all special directives and/or orders from the duly supervisors. 

2. The relieving officer will be briefed regarding any incidents that have occurred; 
such as detaince(s) admittance or releases and if any discrepancies have been 
reported. Hourly watch calls will be made to the LASF command center on a 24 
hour basis. 

3. Ensure that a count of the detainers) is completed in your area of responsibility 
prior to relieving the on duty officer. Be sure to maintain accountability of the 
detain ee(s) at all times. In the event of an escape notify the facility security and 
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local Law Cn Rit cement. After notification to local Law Enforcement Agencies 
immediately notify the on duty LASF S1EA and the CDS chain of command. 

4. Inventory equipment (Note; Any discrepancies should be reported immediately to 
your supervisor). 

5. The facility will be staffed by two CDS under the direction of the on duty CDS 
Supervisor. Immigration Enforcement Agents will be utilized w hen needed and 
approved by the LASF S1EA. 

6. At no time will the CDS or ICE staff leave the post unless properly relieved. 

7. If a situation arises and you’re not dear about the policy or procedure, contact 
your supervisor for assistance or contact the LASF SIEA. 

8. Facility personnel shall utilize use of force within the facility perimeter. Facility 
staff, at their discretion will request assistance from the CDS. All incidents 
regarding the use of force shall be reported to ICE through the proper chain of 
command. 

9. Continual inspection of the room for any potential safety hazards and possible 
escape routes is required. Ensure all windows and secondary access areas are 
secured at til! times. Any discrepancies found must be reported to the on duty 
LASF SIEA and CDS Supervisor. 


THESE POST ORDERS DO NOT < ON ER EVERYTHING THAT MAY HAPPEN' 
ON A OUR TOUR OF DUTY; HOWEVER. Will RE NOT COVERED 
SPECIFICALLY 15V INSTRUCTIONS HEREIN, THE MOST APPROPRIATE 
PROCEDURES OR SOLUTION WILL BE APPLIED, KEEPING IN MIND THE 
BASIC GUIDELINES OF THESE POST ORDERS. SHOULD SITUATIONS 
ARISE THAT ARE NOT COVERED CONTACT YOUR CHAIN OF COMMAND. 
TO INCLUDE THE ICF I \SI 


Approved: 


Brian M. De.Morc 
Director 

Los Angeles Field Office 
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GENERAL DIRECTIVES TO POST ORDERS 

Krome Service Processing Center 
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INTRODUCTION TO GENERAL DIRECTIVES 


M ISSION*. The mission of the Detention Department at the Krome Service Processing Center is 
to provide for and maintain a set of standards and conduct which ensures that detainees arc 
treated with respect and dignity, and which provides for the best possible care while they are in 
the custody of the Facility. We will constantly strive to set an example of a professional who 
performs his/her duties according to the laws of our country, state and community, and the 
policies, procedures, written and verbal orders, and regulations of the agency. 

In addition, the mission is to provide adequate food, medical and dental care, clothing, reasonable 
recreation facilities, fair, humane treatment and the secure, safe and sanitary housing of aliens 
that are taken into custody pending the conclusion of deporiation/rcmovnl proceedings, 

The mission is also to transport aliens to and from court proceedings, hospitals, medical 
appointments, prisons, and out of the country if so ordered by the Immigration Court. 

In order to facilitate the accomplishment of this mission, the General Directives have been written 
to provide guidance and direction. It is the responsibility of each officer to read and 
understand the General Directives in order tn become thoroughly familiar with and 
knowledgeable of the requirements of each post or assignment prior to performing the 
duties of any post or assignment. 

Changes or revisions shall not become effective, nor shall they be considered valid, until 
submitted through the chain of command and beta* the signature of the Assistant Field Office 
Director. Alterations or corrections of these general directives are prohibited. 

Any changes in the General Directives will be disseminated through memorandum, The changes 
will be made simultaneously on the General Directives. 

It is not expected that these General Directives will cover even - conceivable situation that an 
officer will encounter while performing assigned duties. However, the officer Is expected to 
exercise good judgment in the application of the Directives, as well as in situations not 
specifically covered hv the Directives , For additional information, officers may use the Policy 
and Procedure Manuals located throughout the Facility. 
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General Directive #1: Post Requirements 


OFFICERS ARE REQUIRED TO: 

• Read and sign the post orders, acknowledging that you have accepted the post and assume all 
of the responsibilities of the post. This includes the General Directives, Chronological Post 
Orders and Emergency Procedures. 

• Receive training on CPR, First Aid, and emergency equipment such as the tire extinguishers 
etc. 

• Report to muster in full uniform and/or authorized attire. Officers will remain in full uniform 
and arc responsible to have proper equipment throughout their entire shift until properly 
relieved. 

• Ensure and maintain safety, security and sanitation of assigned posts in accordance with 
written procedures: immediately report to the shift supervisors) all potentially hazardous 
conditions and security breeches. 

• Maintain accurate accountability of all government property assigned to a post and report in 
writing, through official channels, any lost or damaged government property, 

• Always be alert and observe everything that takes place within sight/hearing, report any 
questionable activity and all violations of Prohibited Acts. 

• Pass on to the oncoming relief all new orders and general Information from the shift 
supervisors as well as pertinent information concerning the post. 

• Notify the Control Post in case of fire, disorder or other emergency such as disturbance, 
escape, assault, suicide, suicide attempt, bomb threat, hostage situations, gas leaks, other 
similar emergencies, and/or when a pcrson(s) appear to have been injured while on 
government premises. 

• Prohibit ANYONE from entering with or being in possession of any type of weapon inside 
the secure areas of the facility. 

• Prohibit anyone from using the government's premises or equipment for any unlawful 
purpose or permit any unlawful acts in or upon government premises. Communications 
systems, government vehicles and other government equipment are for official business only. 

• Do not vacate your assigned post until properly relieved. 

• Confer with a supervisor if you are uncertain and/or do not understand your role in any 
case or situation which is not specifically addressed or covered by instructions. 
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General Directive # 1 : Hours of Work ami Timesheets 


• The normal length of a tour of duty is 8 hours, 

» Officers shall not work more than 12 hours out of any 24 consecutive hours except under 
emergency circumstances as determined by the Assistant Field Office Director or designee. 

• Officers (ICE only) will report to muster to receive assignments and pertinent information at 
the assigned times for each shift. 

• All regular work hours and overtime hours are assigned by management and cannot be self 
assigned. 

• Officers will be provided at least an 8-hour rest period between shifts. 

» Post assignments cannot be changed without permission of the shift supervisor. 

• Officers are responsible to accurately maintain their Time and Attendance Sheets and for 
obtaining appropriate signatures for any overtime worked. 

• All Time and Attendance sheets are to be turned into the T & A Clerk on the officer’s last 
workday of the pay period, but no later 8:00 A.M. on the first Monday of the new pay period 
(Immigration Enforcement Agents only) 

• Security Officers are responsible for accurately maintaining their time sheets. Time sheets 
must be legible and completed by officers with time in/out, signatures in/oul and the 
supervisor’s initials. 
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Gene nil Directive #3: Officer Co nduc t (ref. M-fi8 Officer’s Handbook) 


• DISCLOSURE OF CONFIDENTIAL INFORMATION: Official business ofa confidential 
nature will not be conducted within hearing distance of detainees and the general public, 

» ACCEPTANCE OF GRATUITIES: The acceptance of gratuities by Employees of the 

Service, or members of their families, from any person or agent who has any official matter 
before the Service is forbidden by statute. 

• INATTENTION TO DUTY: Officers are to maintain a constant state of attention and 
awareness of their surroundings while on post. Distractions should be avoided. 

• BUSINESS: Business dealings of any nature between officers and detainees at the facility are 
forbidden. Discussion of personal matters with detainees is also forbidden. 

• PHYSICAL CONTACT: The touching of detainees for any reason other than within the 
scope of duties is unprofessional & unauthorized. 

A) Physical contact is authorized only to: 

1 ) conduct pat-down searches 

2) apply restraints 

3) render medical or other emergency assistance 

4) An authorized use of force situation. 

• PERSONAL APPEARANCE AND CONDUCT: Uniforms shall be complete in all details 
and devoid of ornaments that are not part of the uniform issued. Multi-Colored or bright 
colored sunglasses arc not permitted with the official uniform. Acceptable sunglasses are: 
silver, gold and black colored frames. Officers shall maintain a professional demeanor at all 
times. All officers will be clean-shaven. Mustaches are allowed, but no beards are permitted 
unless I) the officer is a bona fide and practicing member of a religious group that prohibits 
the removal of hair from the face, or 2) the officer has a documented medical reason that 
precludes removal of hair from the face. 

• The expected attitude of every employee is that of loyally and helpful cooperation between 
officers, supervisors and others. Considerate, professional and courteous interaction is 
required in person, over the radio, and telephone, 

• Employees should avoid making critical or personal remarks that might tend to cause ill 
feelings. The use of racial, ethnic and sexual slurs is prohibited. Rumors should be avoided. 
Remarks of a sarcastic or kidding nature should not be made to a detainee about his name, 
race, religion, economic condition or personal dress. 

• It is prohibited to send, receive, or respond to written communications from detainees when it 
is not official business. 

• Telephone conversations ofa personal nature with detainees arc prohibited at any time, on or 
off duty. 


f*aj»e " of 4 
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General Directive #4: Hostage Policy 


• It is the policy of the Krome Service Processing Center to refuse to accord any status to an 
officer or other person who is held under duress and to refuse to release any detainee who is 
holding, or whose confederates hold in the community, hostages for that purpose, 

• Officers may negotiate with a hostage taker as long as there is no threat to the life or well 
being of a hostage. 

» No person, regardless of rank, has any authority while held as a hostage in the Facility. 

® No detainee will be released while holding, or while his confederates hold in the community, 
any person as a hostage for that purpose. 
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General Directive #5: Use of Force (ICE Detention S tandar ds, Enforcement Standa rds) 


Force is only used when necessary and only to the degree necessary to subdue an individual 
detainee or restore order to a disruptive group. Deadly force may be used to protect the public or 
protect other lives when other available measures arc insufficient for that purpose. The use of 
force, security equipment, and restraint equipment is intended only as a control measure when 
absolutely necessary. These measures are not intended to be, and will not be, used as a means of 
punishment. A written report is prepared following all uses of force and is submitted to 
administrative staff for review. 

immediate Use of Force: Officers may immediately use force and/or apply restraints when 
behavior constitutes an immediate, serious threat to the detainee, staff, visitors, property or to 
facility security and good order. In an immediate use of force situation, staff may respond with or 
without the presence or direction of a supervisor. 

Calculated Use of Force and/or Application of Restraints: In situations where a detainee is in an 
area that can be isolated (i.e. a locked cell) and where there is not an immediate, direct threat to 
the detainee or others, calculated use of force is appropriate. Prior to any calculated use of force, 
the ranking detention official (generally the S1EA or shift supervisor), the Flcalth Services 
Administrator or designee, and other management staff shall confer and gather pertinent 
information about the detainee and the immediate situation. Based on their assessment of all the 
information, they will determine if use of force is necessnry. 

Any staff participating in a calculated use of force, including the Special Response Team (SRT) 
shall wear appropriate protective gear. Personnel with a skin disease or skin injury shall not be 
permitted to participate in a calculated use of force action. 

Direct Contact Force: The first level of force available to an officer is the use of direct contact 
force. Physical handling is justified to subdue unruly detainees; to separate participants in a fight; 
in self-defense; and in defending officers, detainees, or other persons. It may also be used to 
move detainees who fail to comply with lawful orders. As with any type of force, the amount of 
force used will be only as much as is needed to bring the detainee into compliance with officer 
orders. 

Restraints: Physical restraints may be necessary to gain control of a detainee who appears to be 
dangerous and may be employed when the detainee assaults another individual, destroys 
government property, attempts suicide, inflicts injury' upon himself or becomes violent or displays 
signs of imminent violence. Once a detainee is placed in restraints, the restraints shall remain on 
until self-control is regained. 

For detainees in general population units, the use of restraints to control behavior is authorized 
only when all other reasonable methods have failed, or when being used to control a situation that 
may jeopardize the security and orderly operation of the Facility. 

Four Point Restraint: When an unrestrained detainee’s behavior is so violent and dangerous to 
himself and/or others that it constitutes a serious risk to the facility's security and good order, he 


(tfocral IHrer lives 5 m f’iMil Or dvrs 
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General Directive #5: Use Of Force - continued 


may be restrained using four-point restraints, with the advanced approval of the Assistant Field 
Office Director or designee. 

Deadly Force: May be used only to protect the life of yourself, a fellow officer, or of a third 
party. This may include protecting property when there is a likelihood lives may be jeopardized. 
In an emergency situation in which it is not possible or practical to seek authorization, an officer 
will use appropriate force, later being required to justify that action. 


Firearms will be used only in situations in which there is danger of death or grievous bodily harm 
and will not lx discharged if less extreme measures will suffice. Verbal warnings will be used 
prior to the use of firearms, unless the situation is immediately life threatening. Warning shots 
are NOT authorized. 
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General Directive Detainee Disciplin ary Procedures 


The following general principles apply in every disciplinary action taken: 

• ICE staff and security officers may write incident reports when a detainee is alleged to have 
committed a prohibited act. 

• Any ICE Supervisor may sign Administrative Segregation Orders. 

» Investigations into alleged rule violations; Sec Special Housing Post Order. 

« Detainee behavior shall be controlled in n completely impartial and consistent maimer. 

• Staff shall not impose or allow imposition of eorporal punishment of any kind. 

Disciplinary Time-line 

incident Report: Upon becoming aware of a violation (prohibited act), the reporting Officer shall 

immediately complete Part 1 of the Incident Report. 

• The Incident Report shall cite the specific prohibited act committed or rule violated. 

» The entire language of the prohibited act (s) docs not have to be set forth. Only the relevant 
portion need be used, (e.g. Code 219, Destroying Government Property would be acceptable 
for appropriate charges.) 

• The description of the incident should contain details of the activity being reported and justify 
the charges listed. All facts about the incident known to the reporting officer shall he 
reported. Anything unusual about the detainee's behavior should be noted. The reporting 
officer shall also list all staff. Officer or detainee witnesses to the incident and the disposition 
of any physical evidence (weapons, etc.) relating to the incident. Any staff witnesses to the 
incident are required to submit a supporting memo. 

• The reporting officer will sign the report and include his/her title and the date and time the 
report was signed. 

• The Incident Report will be forwarded to a supervisor. 

Invest igation: The investigation will Ik initiated within 24 hours and it must be completed within 

72 hours (excluding weekends and holidays). 

• The detainee will be read his rights and a copy of the Incident Report will be given to him 
during the investigative time period. The incident report and detainee rights will be endorsed 
to indicate the date, time and by whom a copy was served on the detainee, if the detainee 
refuses to sign, the signature block will be so noted "refused to sign”. 

• At the completion of the investigation, the supervisor may choose I of 4 options: resolve 
informally (300 and 400 levels only); refer to the Institution Disciplinary Panel (IDP); 
terminate the proceedings; or other. 

Institution Disciplinary Panel: Generally, all 100 and 200 level acts are referred to the IDP as well 

as any 300 and 400 level acts that arc not resolved informally by a supervisor. 

• If an incident report is forwarded to the IDP, the detainee must receive a “Notice of 
Disciplinaty Hearing" not less than 24 hours prior to the hearing, unless the detainee waives 
this notice. The delivering officer shall properly endorse the notice. 
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General Directive M: Detainee Disciplinary Procedures - continued 


• The IDF must take place within 72 hours alter the investigation (excluding weekends and 
holidays), 

» A detainee has 1 5 days from the decision of the IDP to appeal to the Assistant field Office Director. 

• The Assistant Field Office Director must respond to the appeal within 5 days. 

• All completed IDPs will be forwarded to the Assistant Field Office Director (Detention), through 
official channels. 




s Department of Homeland Security 
1 1 migration sins! Customs. Enforcement 
time Service Processing Center 


The detainee will receive a 2 nd copy of the incident report once a decision has been made, whether 
formal or informal. Copies of all incident reports (both formal and informal) will also be forwarded to 
the detainee’s detention file once the decision has been made. 
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Gen e ral Dire ctive #7: Official Log Procedures 


• Logs arc official records and subject to subpoena by a court of law. This does not mean that 
we are not at liberty to make any and al! pertinent entries. You are not restricted to one-line 
entries as long as the entries are factual and related to the matter being logged. A good rule 
to follow is IF IN DOUBT, LOG IT IN! 

• Under no circumstances are entries to be mndc prior to the fact. 

• Entries will be made chronologically, as they occur, to include: safety checks, perimeter 
checks, etc. Log entries such as “all secure" will not suffice. The means by which this was 
determined should be indicated. If it hns been determined by radio cheeks that all is secure, 
an entry should be made to that effect, i.e., “Radio checks conducted, all posts secure.” 

• Log entries will be made only in the official logs. No erasures, alterations, whitcouts, etc. 
are permitted in a log. If an error is made, a single line will be drawn through that portion 
which is incorrect and the officer making the correction will initial the line. 

• Only black ink will be used in the logbook to record general information. 

• Red ink is to be used only by supervisor staff and other personnel conducting official rounds. 

• The officer assigned to a post where the maintenance of a log is required will be responsible 
for the log entries and will sign off the log at the end of the shift. 

• It is improper to record radio call numbers in the logbook or other written communications, 
unless they are recorded in conjunction with a person's title, first initial and last name. 
Nicknames are unacceptable. Radio 10-codes should not be used in logbooks or other written 
communications as call number assignments and 10-codes may change. 

• The officer assigned to maintain the logbook is directly responsible for ensuring that all logs 
are maintained accurately to include at least the following: 

• Official Counts and the total number of detainees counted 
« Clothing and Bedding Exchanges 

• Beginning and ending time of all meals served 

• Safety, Security and Sanitation Inspections 

• Fire Drills, including time began, ended and elapsed time 

• Ail detainee movement, including time, number of detainees, destinations and areas they 
are returning from 

• All detainee incidents and emergencies 

• If applicable, a perpetual detainee count shall be maintained in each logbook. 

• Logbook covers should not be defaced in any way. 
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General Directive UH: Key and Lock Control 


Key Control Principles 

• Keys will lie carried and used as inconspicuously as possible. 

• Keys will he securely fasiened to the belt by ring, chain of not longer than 1 8", or a pouch 
attached to the belt at all times. 

» The key count will be verified when exchanging keys front one employee to another, 

confirming the actual key count against the ring tag; it is the sole responsibility of the officer 
or staff member to v erify the count of keys on a ring. 

• Officers will avoid reference to key numbers or identifying information in the presence of 
detainees. 

• Keys will be exchanged hand-to-hand, never tossed, thrown, or slid along the floor. 

• Force will not be used to operate locks; if a lock does not function easily, officers must report 
the malfunction to the shift supervisor. 

• Officers will not attempt to repair locks; this should be done only by the Security Officer and 
authorized maintenance staff. 

• Only officers and staff members may issue or handle Facility keys; no detainee will be 
issued or handle any key or set of keys at any time for any reason. 

Restricted keys will never be exchanged from person to person without permission from a SIEA; 
ail staff members issued restricted keys are solely responsible for their security. Exchange of 
restricted and emergency keys is absolutely prohibited. 

Emergen cy Key Procedures: Emergency key rings will be established to provide access to every 
area of the Facility. An “Emergency” is defined as a fire, explosion, disturbance, riot, perimeter 
breach, or any other event or condition that severely interrupts or disables the operation of the 
facility or its security condition. 

Emergency keys may be drawn by any IEA acting in the performance of his or Iter duties having 
been duly authorized to do so by the SIEA or higher authority. 

Where possible, any ICE officer or supervisor in possession of emergency keys will be escorted 
by another ICE officer at all times until the emergency has been terminated and the set has been 
safely returned to the secure area. 

Emergency keys will never, under any circumstances, tie taken off the facility grounds. 

Restricted Keys: Restricted keys are those security keys that control access to sensitive or 
restricted areas of the facility or any key or set of keys that has been designated as “restricted” by 
the Assistant Field Office Director. The issuance of restricted keys must be authorized in writing 
by the duty SIEA on the completed Restricted Key Access Form. 
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General Directive #9: Official Counts 


• Official count times: 0400hrs/ OROOhrs/ i ROOhrs/ 2200hrs (Face to Photo). 

» Official counts are conducted 4 times per 24-hour period to ensure that till detainees in the 
facility have been observed. Emergency counts are conducted in situations such as power 
failures and escape attempts. 

• Rounds and unofficial counts by unit officers are conducted on a regular basis to ensure that 
detainees are where they are supposed to be. 

» Face to photo census checks are conducted every evening at 2200 hours. The face to photo 
checks will ensure that each detainee is in his assigned living quarters. 

» All counts will be conducted by two officers who will verify each others count. 


Count Procedures : 

• Fifteen ( 1 5) minutes prior to count time, the Control Post will announce “Stop all detainee 
movement and prepare for the count” via radio. 

• When the count is announced, all detainee movement will cease, 

• Unit officers will await the arrival of a second officer before proceeding with the count. 

• In dormitory units, only one officer should count at a time while the second officer watches to 
ensure no movement is made. 

• Each officer conducting the count is to note the number counted on paper and confirm with 
the other officer before verifying the count with the Control Post. 

• When conducting the count, be certain you are counting living, breathing, human detainees. 
Do not count blankets, sheets etc. Do not allow the detainees to interfere with the count by 
hanging items over bunks or cell doors to obstruct the view. Should this occur, tap the 
detainee’s bed and instruct them to remove the item. 

« When passing count information on to the Control Post, indicate the area counted and the 
names of the officers conducting the count. 

• In the event you have a bad count, conduct a recount of the area. Control Post will notify the 
SIEA of a bad count. 

• Official count slips are to be completed in black ink, be legible, neat and contain no scratch- 
outs. Both officers will print ami sign their names to the count slip before forwarding it to the 
Control Post. 

• Detainees will remain in their beds until the Control Post announces a clear count, 

» Once the Control Post has received all count slips and verified the total with the Master 
Facility Population, the SIEA will clear the count. 
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General Oirectiyc#10: S afely and Sanitation 


High standards of environmental health and safety are necessary in the detention environment. 

To ensure and verify the level of compliance with these standards, both ICE stalT and independent 
outside sources will complete periodic inspections. 

» Regular internal inspections of fire and emergency equipment and procedures w ill be 
required to ensure compliance with Facility policies, National Fire Protection Agency 
(NFI’A) and federal fire codes. The Health and Safety Manager will serve as coordinator of 
an internal inspection program designed to ensure the following: 

« AM areas are clean and orderly and arc within applicable life safety and lire standards. 

• Lighting, ventilation, and heating equipment function properly. 

« All equipment, tools, and security devices perform properly. 

• All plumbing equipment, including toilet, bathing, washing, and laundry facilities, 
operate properly and are available in the proper quantities. 

• Daily visual inspections of all areas and life safety equipment will be made by a designated 
officer; monthly inspections will include an inspection program for all directional signs and 
emergency floor plans posted in each cell exit hallway and corridor. 

® Inspection of the housing units will be made once per shift. Any hazards deemed an 
emergency by the SIEA w ill be immediately corrected regardless of shift. 

• Weekly fire control, sanitation, and emergency equipment inspections will be conducted by 
the Health and Safety Manager or other staff qualified to conduct such inspections. The 
weekly inspections will include the following minimum elements: 

• observation of fire extinguisher placements and degree of readiness 

• placement and operational readiness of alarm systems 

® compliance with requirements for fire resistant furnishings and facilities 

• compliance with trash collection procedures 

• condition of exit signs 

• travel distances to exits 
® safe working practices 

• levels of sanitation 

• visual observation of all emergency equipment and facilities, 

® A comprehensive, thorough monthly inspection will be conducted by the qualified Health and 
Safety Officer for compliance with safety and fire prevention standards. Fire extinguishers 
will be inspected monthly. A durable tag affixed to each unit will be signed and dated by the 
inspector in accordance with a plan developed with the local fire department. 

• All fire alarm systems will be tested at least quarterly, with the date, results, and signature of 
the individual conducting the test. 

• A quarterly fire drill will be conducted in each area of the facility. 

® Annual inspections will be conducted by a qualified Fire Inspector to ensure and document 
compliance with all applicable laws and regulations related to fire safety, sanitation, and 
health. 
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General Directive #11 : Hazar dous Materials (Ch emical) Inv entory’ 

• Adequate controls for all flammable, toxic, and caustic materials will be provided through an 
organized system of regulations governing the acquisition, storage, and use of such materials. 
Special containers will be provided for flammable liquids and for rags used with flammable 
liquids. The facility will be equipped with a noncomhustible receptacle located at the 
designated tobacco use area for smoking materials. All receptacles and containers shall be 
emptied and cleaned daily. 

• All flammable, toxic and caustic material should be stored in secure areas that are 
inaccessible to detainees. 

• Records of supplies on hand will be maintained for ail hazardous substances. Each work area 
(i.e, kitchen, maintenance shop, housing units, etc.) will maintain an inventory of alt types 
and amounts of caustic, flammable, or poisonous substances in their respective areas. In 
addition to the inventory, a log of all amounts issued, who issued the substance, and to whom 
it was issued will be accurately maintained at all times to account for distribution. 

• The supervisor of the department will contact the Health and Safety Manager for assistance in 
identifying additional hazardous items. 

» These inventories and logs will be routinely inspected and verified by the Health and 
Safety Manager or appropriate supervisor for that area. They will Ik- maintained with the 
stored materials at all times in secure locations. 
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Gener al Directive #12: Attor ney Access & Legal Corresponden ce 

All detainees shall have access to: 

• Unccnsored legal telephone calls - when requested. 

• Unccnsored legal mail (all legal mail will be opened and inspected for contraband in the 
presence of the detainee). 

» Private consultation with their legal representative. 

• Legal representatives or paralegals may visit detainees seven (7) days a week. Attorney v isits 
need not be scheduled, however, it is encouraged that attorneys call ahead when possible to 
advise the facility of their pending visit. 

• A list of pro bono (free) legal organizations will be posted in ail detainee housing units. If a 
detainee wisltcs to see a representative or paralegal from that organization, he should contact 
the organization by utilizing the phone number provided on the posting. 

• Detainee will be strip-searched only if the officer has established reasonable suspicion that 
the detainee Ims contraband on his person. Under no other circumstance shall a detainee be 
stripped searched. The immediate supervisor shall be notified if reasonable suspicion has 
been established for further investigation 

• Documents and other materials provided to a detainee during a visit with an attorney shall be 
inspected, but not read. Detainees are entitled to retain legal material received for their 
personal use. 

• Once an attomey/client relationship has been established, Form G-28/EOIR-28 will be 
prepared by the attorney. This form becomes a permanent part of the detainee's "A" file and 
a copy will be kept at the Lobby. This form will remain valid until such time as the Service 
receives a written letter signed by the representative or paralegal stating that lic/she no longer 
represents the alien. 

« The Law Library will operate from 0820 hrs. - 1550 hrs. Daily. Detainees may sign up for 
one (t) hour per day. 

• Detainees will have access to telephones in the housing unit from 0600 itrs.-2300 hrs. Daily. 

• Staff will open all incoming legal mail in front of the detainee. 

• Indigent detainees will be provided free legal mail. 
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General Directive #13: Visitor Passes 


All persons entering the facility will be required to produce proper identification, including a 
minimum of one picture ID. Acceptable forms of ID are: 

1 . stale driver's license 

2. state identification card 

3. 1-55 1 Resident Alien Card 

4. valid passport 

5. official government ID 

No one will be permitted to enter or leave the facility unless they have been personally and 
properly identified by the officer posted at the entry control point. Employees may be required to 
present their official identification cards on request. Identification must be made by personal 
verification of the officer on duty or another employee, by a facility identification picture card, or 
by written authorization by the Assistant Field Office Director or designee. 

The officers working entry posts will maintain records that include records of all persons entering 
or exiting the Facility who are not facility employees, and all detainee visitors entering and 
leaving the facility. All non- Krome assigned personnel entering the Krome SPC grounds must 
present and leave a valid photo ID to gain entrance into the camp. 

The lobby entrance records will include name, identification presented, nature of business, arrival 
and departure times, person authorizing entry or exit, and a brief notation of any unusual 
circumstances surrounding the visit. 

Officers will advise all persons entering the Facility of all prohibited items. A list of restricted 
items will be posted outside each entrance to the facility, and prospective visitors will be required 
to sign a form acknowledging they have been informed of these restrictions and agree to abide by 
them. 

All official and other visitors are subject to search via a walk-through metal detection device and 
hand-held metal detectors. 

All visitors will be issued a temporary identification card in accordance with the color code 
described in the Lobby Post Order. 
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General Directive U 14: Visitation 


Visitation G uidelines 

• information regarding the address of the Facility and available means of public transportation 
to the Facility will be provided to detainees and visitors upon request. 

• Detainees are allowed contact visitation on weekends and holidays with a one-hour time 
limit. There will he a limit of 2 visitors approved for any one-hour visit. An adult must 
accompany every child under the age of 18 years. 

• Public visitation hours are as follows: Weekends and Holidays 8 A.M. to 9 A.M., 9:30 A M. 
to 10:30 A.M., 1 P.M. to 2 P.M. and 2:30 P.M. to 3:30 P.M.‘ 

• Visits will be terminated if a member of the visitation parly leaves the visitation area or is 
disruptive. 

• The Lobby officer will maintain a visitor logbook for all attorneys and visitors that enter the 
Facility with the name, address, whom the visit is with, and the date and time of each visit. 

• Attorney Visitation hours arc 7 A.M. to 10 P.M. Monday through Fridays and 7 A.M. to i 1 
P.M. on weekends and holidays. 

• The Attorney Visitation Officer will maintain a visitation worksheet logging the times a 
detainee arrives and departs the Visitation holding area and the exact times of the visit/court 
appearance. 

• Confidential, contact attorney visits will be provided, if space is available. Each attorney 
requesting to see a detainee must be identified with a bar card and picture identification. 
Attorneys who are members of state bars that do not provide bar cards will be required to 
present other available documentation demonstrating bar membership. A properly identified 
interpreter may accompany an attorney. The detainee may refuse to see any attorney. 

Attorney visits need not be scheduled, however it is encouraged that attorneys call ahead 
when possible and advise the facility of their pending visit. Ordinarily, limitations on 
attorney visits will be imposed only in rare cases, after a complete factual examination clearly 
indicated that such a visit presents a threat to the facility’s security and after consultation with 
the Assistant Field Office Director. 

» Per ICE Detention Standards, legal aides, paralegals, and accompanying interpreters will be 
allowed to visit in the attorney-client area after filing a letter of supervision signed by an 
attorney, indicating the attorney is responsible for the actions of the staff member in their 
employ and that both parties understand the visit will be limited to legal issues, 

• Visitation request forms may be obtained in the housing units and must be completed and 
submitted by the designated deadline. 

Searches and Identification 

• Staff shall verify the identity of each visitor (through driver’s license, photo identification 
etc.) prior to admission of the visitor to the facility. No adult visitor shall be admitted without 
positive identification. 

• AH visitors are subject to searches that includes the use of metal detection equipment, and 
visual inspection of purses, briefcases, packages, cell phones, pagers, etc. Visitors will be 
required to secure belongings, as listed above, in their vehicles or in the visitor lockers 
provided. 
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General Directive #14; Visitation - continued 


“ A visit will not be authorized if at any time there appears to he a threat to the security of the 
facility. Only the shift supervisor or higher authority may deny or cancel a visit for a 
detainee. When a visit is denied or canceled, a memorandum stating justification for 
cancellation will be submitted through official channels to the Assistant Field Office Director. 
During visitation, the Visitation Officer may, with concurrence from the shift supervisor, 
terminate visits that are not conducted in the appropriate manner, 

* Detainees will be subject to a pat-search before all visits. Detainee will be strip-searched only if the 
officer has established reasonable suspicion that the detainee has contraband on his person. Under 
no other circumstance shall a detainee be stripped searched. The immediate supervisor shall be 
notified if reasonable suspicion has been established for further investigation 

* Stall' will supervise visitation at all times. 

Special Housing Unit 

* Visits for detainees in the Special Housing Units will be tinder special procedures established 
by the SIEA. 

* If past experience indicates the detainee is prone to violence or disruptive behavior in the 
visitation area, the visit may be disallowed. 

* Visits for detainees in medical status requiring isolation will require the Assistant Field 
Office Director’s approval. Depending on the seriousness of the illness, visits for these 
detainees may be held under specific medical restrictions. 

Denial or Termination of a Visit 

* A visit may be denied or terminated and visitation privileges suspended by the shift 
supervisor or higher authority under the following circumstances: 

• visitors) under the influence of drugs or alcohol 

• insufficient space available 

• refusal by a visitor to submit to search procedures 

• refusal or failure to produce sufficient identification (ordinarily picture ID) or the 
falsifying of identifying information by a visitor 

» violation of facility rules by a visitor or detainee 

• failure to prevent children from disturbing other people in the visitation/waiting area 

• inappropriate attire (see dress codes) 

» other conduct or conditions deemed by the Shift Supervisor as disruptive to visitation 
operations or to security and good order 

A full report on any such incident will be submitted by the Shift Supervisor to SIEA and, if 
appropriate, an incident report will be filed against the detainee involved. 

Dress Codes 

* The following dress codes, as established by the ICE Detention Standard on Detainee 
Visitation will be maintained and adhered to by all detainee visitors: 

Female Visitors Age 12 and Older 

« Shorts not shorter than mid-thigh shall be allowed. Short-shorts, jogging shorts, cut-offs, 
or any obvious inappropriate short garments are forbidden. Shorts shall cover 



770 



i S Department of Homeland Security 
US Immigration ami Customs Enforcement 
Krmne Service I’lmessing Ce nter 


GENERAL IHKKCnVltS TO 

msr oki>i:ks 


General Directive #14: Visitation - continued 


customarily covered areas of the anatomy, including the buttocks and crotch area, both 
standing and sitting. 

* Shirts and dresses are allowed, but no shorter than mid-thigh when seated. Slits in skirts 
and dresses shall not extend beyond mid-thigh when seated. 

* Sheer (see through) clothing is prohibited. 

* Top of clothing shall be no lower than the underarm in the front and back. No bare 
midriffs or halter-tops, strapless tops, tube tops, or swimsuits shall be allowed. 

Male Visitors Age 12 and Older 

• Shorts no shorter than mid-thigh will be allowed. Short-shorts, jogging shorts, cut- 
offs, or obvious inappropriate shorts are prohibited. Shorts shall cover customarily 
covered areas of the anatomy, including the buttocks and crotch area, both standing 
and sitting. 

• Shirts shall be worn at all times. No muscle shirts, bare midriff shirts or sleeveless 
shirts shall be permitted. 

Shoes shall be worn at all times by all persons except infants. Gang “colors” and other gang 
displays are prohibited. 


Detainee Funds 

• Postal Money orders brought in for detainees will be deposited in a commissary account by 
security contract staff and a receipt shall be issued. 

• No cash or packages will be accepted. 

• Visitors are not permitted to give items or money directly to detainees. 
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General Directive #15: Detainee & Area Searches (ref. US ICE Detention & Enforcement 
Standard) 


Frequent and unannounced searches of detainees, detainee living quarters, and other designated 
areas shall be conducted as often as necessary to deter the introduction and movement of 
contraband and to ensure the safety and security of the facility. Searches will be performed in a 
manner that avoids unnecessary force, destruction of property, and embarrassment to the 
detainee. Searches arc not to be used for punishment or harassment. 



P at/Frisk Search 

Detainee searches require expertise and a proper attitude on the part of the employee. They may 
be performed by any trained officer in any area of the facility and during movements. Detainees 
may be Pat/Frisk searched several times a day at non-scheduled intervals. Pat searches must 
occur: 

• prior to a detainees entrance into the facility 

• prior to exiting a work assignment (Food Service, Laundry, Processing etc.) 

® after ail court appearances, non-conlact visitation, medical appointments, indoor recreation. 

Visual Ins pection of D etainee s (Strip Search) 

Detainee will be strip-searched only if the officer has established reasonable suspicion that the detainee 
has contraband on his person. Under no other circumstance shall a detainee be stripped searched. The 
immediate supervisor shall be notified if reasonable suspicion has been established for further 
investigation 

Trained officers of the same sex as the detainee will conduct strip searches in a respectful and 
dignified manner. The detainee will be taken to a private location and instructed to remove all 
clothing and to stand clear of the clothing, which is then searched by the employee. The detainee 
will then be visually inspected from head to foot, including inspection of the mouth and cars. 

Reasonable Suspicion Vtsual/Strin Searches 

Detainees may be strip searched when there are reasons to believe the detainee is partaking in 
suspicious activity. These searches may be directed a! solving a passible new' crime and should 
include preservation of evidence and proper contraband disposition steps being taken. In the 
event such a search is to be implemented, authorization must be received from the Assistant Field 
Office Director (AFOD) or designee unless doing so would jeopardize the situation, in which 
case, the AFOD or designee will be advised as soon as possible, in writing. The Reasonable 
Suspicion Visual/Strip Search form is to be utilized in any such case. 

Housing Unit Searches 

Searches of housing units will be performed on an unannounced and irregular basis, with a 
minimum of 5 per shift. Officers searching a detainee's area should leave it as close as possible to 
the way it was found. Detainee personal property will be treated with dignity and respect and will 
not be willfully discarded, broken, or misplaced. 
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Slumlord 


A complete search and inspection will be conducted in each cell before a new detainee occupies 
it. All cell searches will be entered in the unit log so officers on succeeding shifts can avoid 
repetitive searches or can intentionally research a cell /area that may (once searched) be 
considered by detainees to be “safe” fora while. 
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General Directive # 16; Detainee Personal Area (ref. Detainee Handbook, Housing Unit 
Guidelines) ______ 

I.i\ ing Areas 

• Detainees are required to keep their assigned living areas clean at all times. 

• Beds must be made by 0800 hrs. and remain made when not in use. 

» No food or juice from the cafeteria is to be stored inside individual cells or personal property 
inside the housing units. 

• The hoarding of clothing is prohibited. 

• Detainees are not permitted to wash clothing, bedding, tennis shoes or other items in any 
living unit. 

» The hanging of sheets, blankets or clothing on the beds is not permitted to conceal the detainee. 

• Detainees are allowed to hang one towel at the foot of the bed to allow the towel to dry after use. 

• No items will cover lights or vents in the housing units. 

• No pictures or other items are to be hung on the walls. 

• No blankets or sheets outside of cells. 

• Routine unscheduled searches of detainees’ persons and property and living area will be 
conducted as deemed necessary. 

Authoriz ed Detainee Items: 

• Small religious items (e.g. Rosary) 

• One religious, soft cover book (e.g. prayer book) 

• Legal documents and papers 

• Prescription glasses 

• Dentures 

• Address book or addresses of family, friends and other correspondence 

• 1 Bible, Koran, etc. 

» Wedding ring 

• 10 photographs not more than 5”x7” (no Polaroid photographs are allowed) 

® Other items approved by the SJEA 

Authorized Clot hing: 

• detainee uniform - 2 sets 

® underclothes - 4 sets of underwear, tee-shirts and socks 

• slip-on soft soled shoes 

• shower shoes 
» jacket 

• shorts - 2 pair 


Authorized Linen : 

• sheets - 2 

• towels - 1 

• blanket - I 
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General Directive #17: Detainee Classification 


All detainees within the custody and care of the Kromc SPC will be classified according to the 
Classification and Placement Evaluation System (CAPES). 


Any officer assigned to processing who is trained in the Classification System may conduct the 
Classification process, utilizing the CAPES primary assessment form, upon initial intake of 
detainees. The Processing Officer will complete Secondary Assessmcnt/Re-Classifications. 




appropriate Housing Unit for their classification. In the event that the classification procedure 
cannot be completed, new intakes will be held in the processing holding cells until which time 
they can be properly classified and assigned housing. Detainees who have not been classified 
will not be placed in General Population. 


Process ing Officer’s Duties (Initial Classific ation): Upon initial admission, the officer assigned 
to processing will review the detainee’s "A" File or available work folder to identify potential 
escape risks or those individuals with a history of violence who may be a threat to the facility. 
This information shall be utilized in completing the CAPES form. 


Classification of detainees will occur seven days per week. Detainees who are accepted without 
an "A” File or work folder and for whom no other information is available may be segregated 
from the general population and a NCIC or other appropriate record check will be conducted. 
Detainees with no file may be segregated when there is clear evidence the detainee may pose a 
risk to the general population. 


The point total from the CAPES form will decide the classification level of each detainee. 
AH housing, work assignments, and available aetivitics will be decided by the level of 
classification received by a detainee. At a minimum, three levels of classification will be 
used to identify different classes of detainees. Classification levels will include: Level 1 — 
Minimum; Level 2 - Medium; Level 3 - Maximum. Levels one and two may be mixed and 
high level twos and level threes may be mixed when the facility is at full capacity. 


Detainees will be dressed in three different colored uniforms that identify their classification 
level. The colors are as follows: Red uniforms - Level 3 (Highest Threat); Orange uniforms - 
Level 2 (Moderate Threat); Blue uniforms- Level 1 (Lowest Threat). 


Classificat i on Review: The SIEA assigned to oversee Processing and/or the Processing Officer 
will be responsible for reviewing and recommending changes in classification or reclassification 
of detained persons due to modification caused by: incidents occurring while being detained at 
the facility; classification appeal by detainee or recognized representative; specific articulable 
facts that warrant an increase or decrease in the classification level without regard to existing 
criteria. A detainee’s initial classification is generally reviewed every 45 to 60 days and/or when 
new information affecting the detainee's management is received. Classification reassessment 
does not necessarily result in a change in classification level or housing assignment. The primary 
function of reclassification is to monitor the detainee's adjustment and bring attention to any 
problems that may arise. Any detainee may be reclassified to Level 3 if the behavior and threat to 
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General Directive #17: Detainee Classification - continued 


the facility, other detainees, and personnel are articulable. Any reclassification to Level 3 that is 
not validated by the CAPES Form must receive supervisory approval within 24 hours. ALL 
detainees remanded to the disciplinary segregation unit due to an affirmative finding for violation 
of facility rules will be reclassified prior to being returned to the general population. 

Classification Appeal: All new arrivals that receive a Level 2 or Level 3 classification have the 
right to appeal their classification level. All classification appeals will be directed to, investigated, 
and reviewed by the Processing Officer. An opinion will be forwarded with the appropriate 
recommended classification attached to the SIEA for review. The SIEA reviews and considers all 
initial detainee appeals regarding classification. A written opinion will be submitted to the SIEA 
for a decision. Appeals will be resolved and a written response provided to the detainee within 5 
business days. 
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General Directive # 18: Admission & Release 


Admission: As soon as the detainee arrives in the Processing area, a Processing staff member will 
conduct a preliminary pat search of each new detainee and make an immediate determination that 
no weapons or contraband are introduced into the holding area. 

The officer delivering the detainee must present an 1-203 authorizing the detainee’s commitment. 
Detainees shall not be accepted from agencies unless previous arrangements have been made. 
When the detainee is being transferred from another facility, the escorting officer will deliver any 
available detention file and medical record information, flic Processing Officer will sign any 
applicable detainer forms or receipts and return a copy to the transporting officer, retaining the 
original for facility records. 

Identification: All detainees will be photographed by Processing staff. Two sets of (4-shot) 
pictures of each detainee will be taken as he appears on arrival at the Facility. Fingerprints 
will be taken in accordance with FBI and facility procedures. Identifying marks and/or 
unusual physical characteristics will be recorded by the officer processing the detainee, 
which will include, but not be limited to, height, weight, visual examination of scars, 
notation of physical deformities, and a description of any tattoos. All tattoos and/or 
identifying marks will be photographed and forwarded to the facility Intelligence Officer 
for intelligence purposes. 

During the Admission process, detainees determined to be eligible for a strip-search per policy 
guidelines will be strip-searched in a private area prior to leaving Processing. Any property will 
be searched and kept separate from the detainee. All personal clothing will be surrendered and 
thoroughly searched. Attention must be given to areas where contraband can be hidden such as 
clothing seams, waistbands, collars, zipper area, pockets and shoes. 

All personal property accompanying new admissions will be reflected on a personal property 
inventory form. Personal property will be inventoried in the presence of the detainee and 
packaged with a copy of the inventory sheet inside. The detainee will be given a copy of this 
form, and the facility will place a copy in the detention file. 

Release: General release processing will include the following elements: verification of all 
bail/band release paperwork; authentication of the detainee's identity by photograph, fingerprint 
and comparison of physical description. A Processing Officer will return the detainee’s money, 
valuables and property. 

At the time of release, processing staff will complete the following tasks: finalize any necessary 
release certificates from release authority; post all detention file records to reflect the type of 
discharge, date of discharge, and Signature of releasing authority; release in EABM; change out 
their clothing, pat search and secure the detainee. Traffic patterns in the release area will prevent 
a searched detainee from coming into contact with un-scarched detainees. 
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General Directive #19: Disposition of Contraband 


Disposition of contraband is a critical function that starts with logging the discover)' of 
contraband and filing a disciplinary report when necessary. 

Contraband located during searches will be confiscated and signed over to the shift supervisor. A 
report will be written describing the contraband and stating when and where it was found. This 
report will be turned over to the shift supervisor, who will initial and date the report and forward 
it to the SlEA. If the contraband was associated with a specific detainee, an incident report will 
be written. 

All contraband items will be lawfully and safely disposed of in accordance with procedures 
developed by the Assistant Field Office Director. A secure contraband locker will be located in 
the SIEA’s storage area where all contraband will be kept und logged on the Contraband 
Disposition Sheet to ensure the proper chain of evidence is maintained. If an item of contraband 
is disposed of or destroyed, it will be so noted as to what the disposition was. 

Money or other valuables, identifiable with a specific detainee, will be maintained in way that 
preserves a chain of custody in the event it is determined the item should be returned to the 
detainee, will be used as evidence, or must be disposed of in some other manner. If an item of 
contraband is confiscated from a detainee, a Contraband Receipt will be completed and given to 
the detainee with a copy being sent to the SlEA. 

When the contraband consists of controlled substances or may be used as evidence in a criminal 
matter, the officer discovering the item will establish a chain of custody through the shift 
supervisor and SlEA. The contraband will be placed in an evidence bag, sealed, and all pertinent 
information required will be completed on the bag. The contraband will cither be released to 
proper federal law enforcement authorities for prosecution, or destroyed using a procedure 
devised in cooperation with, and approved by, federal law enforcement agencies. 

Firearms and explosive materials discovered as contraband will not be stored in the facility, but at 
a minimum will be removed to the facility armory for further disposal. 

Collection of Evidence: Protecting a possible crime scene and preserving evidence is the primary 
responsibility of all officers that respond to the scene of a crime. However, if an individual's 
safety is involved, the officer will first aid the victim and then protect and preserve the crime 
scene. 

Evidence is defined as any and all physical objects or recorded observations and measurements of 
events that may aid the investigator or court in reaching a conclusion. Once you have established 
your evidence, you have to protect it. It must be preserved in its original state. 

Procedure: When an officer discovers what might appear to be a crime scene, the officer shall 
immediately notify the Control Post and the Shift Supervisor to provide assistance. If human life 
is involved, the staff member making the discovery 1 shall render appropriate aid to the victim as 
quickly as possible. Regardless of the situation, the Officer discovering what might appear to be 
a crime scene shall not leave the crime scene until it has been protected. 
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General Directive #19: Disposition of Contraband - continued 


Guidelines: 

• Clear the area of all but essential personnel. 

• Get an overview-use a systematic approach. 

• Don't contaminate an area or change position of items. 

• Record the scene. Photograph, measure, and sketch the scene. The location of all items has to 
be recorded prior to movement. Prepare notes. Describe items and their conditions and 
location. Include the date and time. 

• Turn over the crime scene when the agency with investigative jurisdiction arrives. 
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General Directive #20: Medical Procedures 


Access to Medical Care: Detainees may request medical care by requesting sick call in the Public 
Health Service. The sick call and general medical access system will be explained to detainees at 
the time of admission and included in their written orientation materials. A detainee may file a 
complaint regarding health care through the detainee grievance system. Sick Call at this facility 
is available to all detainees. 

Sick Call: Medical staff will provide outpatient care through regularly scheduled sick call 
conducted by health care staff. Detainees are responsible submitting sick call slips requesting to 
be seen at sick call. Staff will be alert to detainees who are too ill to present themselves for sick 
call and will assist them in obtaining medical care. 

Sick call will be held Monday through Friday in the Public Health Service. 

Pill Line: It is the detainee's responsibility to come to the “pill line” and receive the medication. 
Failure or refusal to come forward to receive medication properly may result in that medication 
being discontinued. Staff will investigate any instance of a detainee not coming forward for 
medication for more than two consecutive medication rounds to ensure the detainee is not too ill 
to do so. 

All detainees are required to take their medication with water. After swallowing the medication, 
the detainee will open his mouth for inspection. Stockpiling medication or exchanging medication 
may result in discontinuance of medication for the detainees involved, as determined by medical 
staff. Disciplinary action will be considered. 

Refusals to take medication will be documented in the detainee's record. 

Disposal of Medications: In the event there is a need for proper disposal of prescription or over- 
the-counter medication, the staff member requesting the disposal will notify the Shift 
Commander. The Shift Commander will in turn notify medical personnel of the situation, where 
the medication came from and the need for proper disposal. IJSPHS staff will then dispose of the 
medication in the proper manner. At no time are medications to be disposed of in the housing 
unit, processing unit or by detention staff. 

Medical F.mergcncv: When a medical emergency occurs, the staff involved will keep security as 
their top priority in immediately assessing the situation. Security doors must not be opened 
without proper backup, and security keys should never be compromised in an attempt to aid a 
detainee, because the security of the facility and the safety of staff and other detainees may be 
jeopardized. This prohibition extends to attempts to intervene in a suicide attempt if the detainee 
is confined in a secure area. 

In a medical emergency, staff will assess the detainee or staff member’s responsiveness. The 
radio will be utilized to call “Medical Emergency in (location)”. If necessary, staff will perform 
CPR or other trauma care as needed. After medical arrives and takes over the scene, the involved 
staff members will provide proper documentation to the Shift Supervisor. 
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General Directive #20: Medical Procedures - continued 


If the situation is life threatening, the Shirt supervisor will authorize (without awaiting the advice 
of medical staff) the notification of appropriate emergency resources. 

Non -E meraent Medical Situations: When a detainee is in need of non-cnicrgcnt medical care, the 
Housing unit officer will have the detainee sign up for sick call. Officers should not call USPI IS 
directly for non-cmergent situations. 
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General Directive #21: Tool Control 


All employees shall be responsible for complying with the tool control policy. 

The Maintenance Supervisor shall maintain a Master Inventory list of all tools and equipment, 
and the location in which tools arc stored. 

All maintenance personnel are to provide the housing unit officer or officers at other post 
locations with a list of all tools hc/she w ill be bringing into or on the post. This inventory will be 
given to the officer upon entry' on the post and will be returned to the maintenance staff member 
upon verification by the officer that all tools arc accounted for. This will be done prior to the 
departure of the maintenance staff member from the post. The maintenance staff member will 
always maintain a second copy of his/her tool inventory. If any additional tools are to be brought 
on the post that are not listed on the inventory sheet, maintenance personnel will provide the 
officer with an additional tool inventory, listing additional items. 

Private Contractors: Control of contractor’s and other incoming tools will include inspection and 
inventory on entry to the facility, and re-inspection and reconciliation of the inventory on exit. 
The inventory will be documented on the fool Inventory sheet and the inventory sheet will be 
kept with the contractor at all times while hc/she is in the facility. An Immigration Enforcement 
Agent, Contract Officer or other assigned employ ee will escort tradesmen or other non-employee 
workers while in die Facility'. This will ensure they do not leave tools behind; their activities arc 
confined to the authorized area, and will be checked to ensure all tools arc present. 

Any tool determined to be lost will be reported immediately to the department head 
concerned, with a written report submitted before the end of shift. Any detainees in the 
work area will be kept at that location until a thorough search has been conducted of the 
area and the dctainee(s). The search area will be expanded as necessary until the tool is 
found. 

Under no circumstances will any employee bring personal tools into the facility. 
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General Directive U2 2: Fire & oilier Emergency Evacuation Drills 


Fire Safely 

Instructions for till staff in the event that fire/s moke are detected nr fire alarm activation: 

1. Notify the Control Post via radio or telephone 

2. Assess the situation. 

3. Inform Control Post of the situation 

4. If the threat of injury' or death exists, evacuate all persons to a safe location. Follow the 
posted evacuation procedures and/or any other instructions given by the supervisor. 

• Emergency evacuation routes are utilized for fire, explosions, bomb threats, gas leaks, 
hostage situations or internal disturbances. 

• Fire drills utilizing evacuation routes will be conducted at least I drill per area per quarter in 
all facility locations, and on every shift. A schedule will be established by the Health and 
Safety Manager and kept in the SlEA’s Office. 

• All emergency evacuation drills shall be conducted in accordance with the emergency 
evacuation procedures described in the Kromc SPCs Emergency Plan and will be under the 
supervision of the on duty SIEA. Evacuation routes are available in the Post Orders on each 
post for officer reference. Diagrams of evacuation routes arc posted for detainee reference. 

• Each area will record the time the evacuation drill began, the time it ended, the number of 
detainees evacuated and total time elapsed. 

• Evacuation Drill worksheets and sign-in sheets will be completed for each drill and 
forwarded to the SIEA. 
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General Directive #23: Radio Communications 


Radio Communications arc a vital aspect of the safety & security of the facility. All o Ulcers shall 

have in their possession a hand-held radio while on duty and are required to abide by general 

radio communication guidelines as follows: 

• 1 0-Series Codes will be utilized whenever possible when communicating via the radio. 

• The Electronics Technician will perform all radio programming. Radio programming is not 
authorized for anyone else, and failure to comply with this requirement may result in an 
adverse action. 

• Any person transmitting unauthorized communications such as jokes, obscenities, or 
disparaging or discourteous remarks may receive disciplinary action for transmitting 
unauthorized communications. All personnel must recognize that unauthorized 
communications can interrupt emergency calls for assistance, and this must be avoided. 

• It is unacceptable to use !0-codes, star numbers, initials or nicknames in any logbook. 

PHONETIC CODES 


A-AIpha 

B-Bravo 

C-Charlic 

D-Delta 

E-Echo 

F-Fox-trol 

G-Golf 

H-Hotcl 

I-lndia 

J-Julict 

K-Kilo 

L-Lima 

M-Mikc 

N-Novctnber 

O-Oscar 

P-Papa 

Q-Quebec 

R-Romco 

S-Sierra 

T-Tango 

U-Unifonn 

V- Victor 

W-Whiskcy 

X-X-ray 

Y-Yankee 

Z-Zulu 




10-SERIES COPES 


10-1 RECEIVING POORLY 

10-2 RECEIVING WELL 

10-3 DISREGARD LAST INFORMATION 

10-4 ACKNOWLEDGED OR RECEIVED 

10-5 LOOK OUT FOR (NAME. DESCRIPTION ETC.) 

10-6 TEMPORARILY BUSY, STANDBY 

10-7 OUT OF SERVICE AT: (LOCATION) 

10-8 IN SERVICE 

10-9 REPEAT 

10-10 ALL AVAILABLE OFFICERS FURNISH EMERGENCY ASSISTANCE TO (OFFICER) AT (LOCA TION). 
10-12 VISITORS OR OFFICIALS PRESENT AND/OR DETAINEE WI THIN HEARING DISTANCE. OF RADIO 
10-13 UNIT (NUMBER) KNROUTI; TO (LOCA TION) 

10-15 PERSON IN CUSTODY 

10-16 PICK UP ALIENS IN CUSTODY (LOCATION) 

10-18 ANY TRAFFIC FOR (UNI T OR OFFICER) 

10-19 NO TRAFFIC 

1 0-20 WHAT IS YOUR LOCATION? 

10-21 ADVISE OFFICER TO TELEP1 IONE (NAME & NUMBER) 

10-22 ADVISE OFFICER TO REPORT TO (LOCATION) 

10-23 RESTRICT NORMAL COMMUNICATIONS (EMERGENCY USE ONLY) 

10-24 RESUME NORMAL COMMUNICATIONS 

10-25 THIS CODE FOLLOWED BY THE INTERNATIONAL DISTRESS SIGNAL "MAYDAY” WILL INDICATE 
SERIOUS DIFFICULTIES BY THE SENDER & IMMEDIATE ASSISTANCE IS REQUIRED. ALL 
AVAILABLE OFFICERS WILL RESPOND. 

1 0-33 ALERT, DANGEROl IS SUBJECT 

10-4 1 BEGINNING TOUR OF DUTY 

10-97 ONSITE 

10-98 OFFSITE 
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General Directive #24: Security & Safely Requirements 


The following requirements are intended to improve staff performance and form employees into a 
team of professionals with one main goal: THE OPERATION OF AN EFFICIENT, 

EFFECTIVE, SAFE, SECURE, AND SANITARY FACILITY. 

Reporting Safety, Security, and sanitation violations: All incidents that may jeopardize facility' 
safety, security, and sanitation shall be immediately reported to the SIEA through official 
channels. Failure to submit a written report may be considered negligence. 

Security inspections: will be conducted each day, and in some cases, each shift to identify 
security devices that are in need of repair or maintenance. Every area of the Facility will be 
covered by the system, including the perimeter itself, and the results will be reported in writing on 
the Security and Fire inspection Checklist. 

Use of government owned property: employees have a duty to protect, account for, and conserve 
government property, and obey all rules and regulations regarding their use. Employees are not 
authorized to use, or allow the use of, government property for other that officially authorized 
activities. 

Weapons and unauthorized Items on Government Property: No person, other than those persons 
specifically authorized by law to carry weapons and/or firearms in the execution of their duties, 
may bring onto this facility a firearm, ammunition, weapon, or explosives, either on their person 
or in a vehicle. In addition. Officers must not bring in any item into the secure portion of the 
facility that may be fashioned into a weapon or aid in an escape, i.e.; glass containers, metal 
serving & eating utensils, or tools. THESE AND SIMILAR ITEMS ARE PROHIBITED TO BE 
IN DETAINEES’ POSSESSION. 

Persons authorized to bring weapons onto the facility shall adhere to written procedures to secure 
all weapons at the Main Gate. Weapons arc defined as lethal (firearm) and/or less than lethal 
(collapsible baton, oc-spray, chemical) device and any explosive/incendiary device or items 
intended to be used to construct an cxplosivc/incendiary device. 

Officers shall not permit any government property to be taken from the facility w'ithout proper 
authorization, 

Each employee is required to report to the SIEA all potentially hazardous conditions and items in 
need of repair including inoperative lights, broken or slippery floor surfaces, malfunctioning 
equipment, etc. 

All contraband discovered shall be turned in to the Shift Supervisor with a memorandum 
explaining the facts as to the discovery' of the contraband. 

DEFINITION OF CONTRABAND : Any item not authorized for use at the facility. 
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General Directive #25: On-the-job Injury Procedures (ICE) 


Report to Supervisor: Every job-related injury should be reported to your supervisor. Injury also 
means any illness or disease that is caused or aggravated by your employment as well as damage 
to medical braces, artificial limbs and other prosthetic devices. 

CA-1 - FEDERAL EMPLOYEE'S NOTICE OF TRAUMATIC INJURY AND CLAIM FOR 
CONTINUATION OF PAY/COMPENSATION 

Injured employee should complete form CA- 1 (Employee Data section #1-16) as soon as possible 
after the incident. All items MUST be completed. If there arc no witnesses (other INS 
employecs/contract employees) the employee should enter “none” in item #16. If the employee 
does not have any dependents, the employee should enter “none" in #8. The form MUST be 
signed and dated by the employee. The supervisor shall complete ALL numbered items on the 
Supervisors Report (# 1 7-38) and sign and date. The completed CA- 1 should be hand carried to 
Personnel as soon as completed. 

CA-16 - AUTHORIZATION FOR EXAMINATION AND/OR TREATMENT 

If the employee requires medical treatment, the supervisor should complete the front side of the 
CA-16 by completing #1-6, 8-9, and II. Be sure the supervisor’s name is typed or printed clearly 
in #9 and signed in #8. Only one CA-16 may be issued per claim. By issuing the CA-16, this 
will ensure that all bills incurred with this provider will be paid until such a time that OWCP 
(Office of Worker’s Compensation Programs) should deny the claim. Please note that only basic 
medical treatment is authorized (prior OWCP approval is required for MRI’s, surgery, etc.). 

Basic diagnostic testing and laboratory tests are covered. 

If a CA-16 is issued and used for emergency treatment, the employee will need to have the 
Emergency Room physician refer him/her to his/her private physician or specialist in #33 of the 
CA-16 OR the employee may request a change in treating physician hiinscir/hersclf by written 
request to OWCP. 

Form 1500 must be attached to the CA-16 for medical providers EXCEPT for hospitals. 

The employee should personally deliver the CA-16 to the medical provider and ask that the 
completed paperwork be returned to Kromc SPC Personnel. 

The CA-16 MUST be returned in order to ensure payment. 

CA-2 - NOTICE OF OCCUPATIONAL DISEASE AND CLAIM FOR COMPENSATION 

The employee should complete form CA-2 (Employee Data section #1-18) as soon as possible 
after the exposurc/incidcnt. All items MUST be completed. If the employee does not have any 
dependents, the employee should enter “none” in #8. The form MUST he signed and dated by 
the employee. The supervisor shall complete ALL numbered items on the Supervisors Report 
(#19-38) and sign and dale. 
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General Directive #25: On-the-job Injury Procedures (ICE) - continual 

The completed CA-2 should be hand carried to Personnel as soon as completed. 

No CA-16 is issued unless approved by OWCP to issue the CA-16. ONCE OWCP has approved 
a claim, all approved medical expenses will be paid in accordance with the OWCP's fee schedule. 
No COP is authorized. The employee must use sick/annual Icavc/leave without pay. 
Compensation for lost wages may be applied for if the employee is on LWOP. Leave Buy Back 
procedures may be used if the employee is on leave. Questions may be referred to personnel. 
Krome Personnel, under the guidance of the District Office Personnel Specialist will serve as the 
Federal Employee Compensation Act (FECA) contact person for all on-the-job injuries. 
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General Directive #26: Removal or Transfer Documents 


Prior to executing warrants or serving other documents, officers must first identify the alien bv 
the fingerprint, picture, name, A-number, nationality, and date of birth on the 1-385 booking card. 

It is the responsibility of the Processing Officer (s) and Escorting Officer (s) to ensure that a 
fingerprint is taken of all detainees being removed or transferred prior to leaving processing. All 
processing and transporting officers must ensure that the all Agency documents are completed 
and signed prior to transportation. 

All documents (1-205, 1-274, 1-294, G-391, etc.) for ALL detainees being released will be 
returned to this facility. 

Whenever preparing an Order to Release or Detain Alien (1-203) for transporting a detainee to or 
from a non-service facility, Block It I should contain the title of the person in charge of the 
facility, i.c., Sheriff, Chief of Police, Warden, etc. Block # 2 should contain the name of the 
facility that the Alien is being transferred to. 
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General Directive #27: DHS Limited Official Use 


Material marked "DHS Limited Official Use" is information that does not qualify for 
classification as National Security Information. It does, nevertheless, require special protection 
against unauthorized or inadvertent diselosurc to protect sources and methods oflaw enforcement 
activity, potential evidence, and the integrity of pretrial case reports. 

"DHS Limited Official Use" material must be stored in a locked container when not in use and 
disposed of by shredding or burning when no longer useful. 

Documents labeled “DHS Limited Official Use" may be copied and further disseminated to field 
offices of those agencies identified in the distribution list, provided that those offices have a need 
for the information and can ensure its adequate protection. Dissemination to other 
agencies/entitics not identified in the distribution list requires the advance approval of the ICE 
Intelligence Division. 
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General Dircclive #28: Firearms/ We ap ons ( ref. US ICE Firearms p olicy AM 20.012) 


General Firearms Regulations: 

• Firearms shall not be carried in foreign territory except at those places where officers are 
required to cross the border on assigned duty. 

• Grips other than those approved by ICE shall not be authorized. 

• More than one sidearm shall not be earned at one time. 

• Only factory full-loaded ammunition procured or approved by the Service will be carried in 
firearms and magazines. 

• If a weapon is carried aboard a (light, the officer shall comply with the airline's procedures 
and act with the utmost discretion to avoid giving alarm to the air carrier's personnel and 
passengers. 

• Officers shall never cany a firearm unless he/she has been trained in its proper handling and 
safe use, and is CURRENTLY qualified in the use of the Service issued firearm. 

• Each officer is responsible for maintaining his/her weapon in a safe operating condition, to 
handle it safely, and to guard it against theft. 

• Discretion must be exercised in putting on, carrying and removing a weapon to ensure that 
there is no unnecessary display of the weapon to the public. 

• Ostentatious display of firearms will not be tolerated; disciplinary action will be taken. 

• Firearms shall never be drawn and aimed at any person unless the Officer has determined it a 
necessary defensive measure. 

• All weapons must be in good working condition and must NO T be altered in any way. 

• The holster must be secure and form fitting. 

• The officer must comply with all requirements of Service Regulations governing firearms, 
and all applicable laws. 

• No person, other than those persons specifically authorized by law, may bring onto the 
property of this facility a firearm, ammunition, weapon, or explosive, cither on their person or 
in a vehicle. 

• All persons authorized to bring weapons onto the property of this facility shall adhere to 
procedures to secure all such weapons at the main gate or the lobby. 

• Bringing in or keeping weapons inside the perimeter fence of this facility is prohibited unless 
specifically ordered or authorized by the Assistant Field Office Director. 

• For further information, refer to the ICE Firearms Policy. 
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General Directive #29: Detainee Programs (Religious, Educational, Work etc.) 


Consistent with detainee security and supervision needs, every detainee will he provided the 
broadest possible range of programs and services. I'hc Krome SPC prohibits discrimination on 
the basis of disability in the provision of services, programs, and activities administered for 
program beneficiaries and participants. Detainees will have the option or refusing to 
participate in all programming except, work assignments involving a detainee’s individual 
area; intake and release physical examinations as required by USPHS; reception and 
orientation; and evaluation and classification meetings. 

Religious Services: All detainees shall have access to religious worship and counseling. All 
detainees shall be extended the greatest amount of freedom and opportunity for pursuing any 
legitimate religious belief or practice within the constraints of facility security and safety. 
Authority to grant or deny continuing access to the facility by representatives of religious 
organizations rests with the Assistant Field Office Director. Denial of religious access, materials, 
or practice shall not be used as a disciplinary' measure. 

No detainee will be compelled to attend any religious program, service, or activity. 

A schedule of religious services and any changes thereto w ill be conspicuously posted in the 
Housing Units. Any unscheduled religious service must be arranged with the SIEA at least one 
day prior to the service. 

Officers will not dictate to chaplains how to carry on religious work in the facility unless there is 
a conflict with security. Bring any conflict immediately to the attention of a supervisor and 
prepare an incident report, if appropriate. 

Educational and Recreational Programs: will be under the SlEA’s direction. All applications for 
program assignments to these categories of activities will be made through the classification 
system. A detainee who volunteers for any such program will be approved in the absence of 
compelling security reasons or class size limits. 

The Krome Sf’C will provide detainees access to a library, organized within the Recreation 
Department, that contains a collection of general, specialized, and reference materials. 

Detainee Wo rk Programs: Krome SPC provides a variety of work assignments for detainees in 
food service, laundry, processing, housing units, law library and other special assignments. Even 
though facility work assignments do not require specific skills, they are instrumental in helping 
develop good work habits and attitudes. This is accomplished by attendance / participation 
requirements and by allowing the detainee to observe a satisfactory work accomplishment. 

All detainees arc required to participate in general cleaning w ork details by maintaining their 
immediate living area in a clean condition, including ensuring their bed is made in an acceptable 
manner when it is not in use. All detainees may volunteer to for a work assignment if they so 
choose. Eligibility for job assignment will be based on classification level. No detainee will be 
assigned a position that places him in a position of authority over any other detainee. 
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General Directive WO: Issuance of Kaz.ors (All Housing Units) 


Detainees will be issued razors for hygiene purposes. The desk officer posted in each housing 
unit will be responsible for an accurate inventory of all issued and returned razors upon use. 

The procedure below will be followed for issuance: 

A razor logbook will be maintained at each desk. 

Accountability of razors must be maintained at all times. 

At the beginning of the shift, the on-coming desk officer must account for all razors issued to the 
post. Ensure ALL razors received by camp crew officer are in working order to include razor 
blades. 


Pod 1 

20 

Building I4A 

50 

Pod 2 

20 

Building I4B 

50 

Pod 3 

20 

Building 1 1 

50 

Pod 4 

20 

Short Stay 

15 

Pod 5 

20 

SHU 

15 

Pod 6 

20 




Unused razors must be secured in the lockable desk draw at the officer’s station. Used razors will 
be dropped in the used razor that is located at the desk officer’s station. Used razors will be 
dropped in the used razor box that is located at the desk officer’s station. 

At 0500 to 0530 hours, the desk officers will issue razors to detainees housed in the units. 

The desk officers are responsible for annotating the detainee’s name and alien number in the 
razor logbook before issuing a razor. 

All issued used razors must be returned to the desk 0600 hours. 

When razors are returned, the desk officers must ensure that the razor blade is present in the razor 
assembly. If a complete razor or razor blade is missing, notify your supervisor immediately. 

After receiving and inspecting a used razor from a detainee, the desk officer will drop the used 
razor in the locked used razor box. 

On a daily basis, the camp crew officer will remove used razors from the used razor box for 
disposal outside of the secure confines of the facility. 

The camp crew officer will deliver new razors daily. 

The number of new razors received from the camp crew' officer must match the number of used 
razors removed by the camp crew officer for disposal. 

In the razor logbook, annotate the number of used razors picked up and new razors received from 
the camp crew officer. 
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General Directive #31: Detainee Incident/Unrest 


In llie event of detainee unrest (i.e. fight), utilize the radio and call "light (location)”. 

If at anytime you feel that you or staff members are in imminent physical danger. Then you shall 
utilize the radio to call a “1 0- 1 0” code with the location. 

Under either situation you shall order all detainees to cease their aetion(s) and return to their 
assigned beds. 
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General Directive #32: Chronological Activities 

(1400 Camp closes for detainee population count 

0500 Lights on in the detainee dormitories (wake up time) 

Issue razors (until 0530 hrs.) 

0530 Cafeteria workers report to the cafeteria 

0600 Televisions turned on 

Normal telephone access begins 
Medication is issued in PITS 

Commence clean-up procedure (continues upon return from cafeteria) 
Detainee breakfast feeding begins 
All razors returned 

0800 Camp closes for the detainee population count 
Sick call & medical appointments in PUS 
Unit inspections begins 

0820 Law Library (0820 - 0930 / see schedule) 

0900 LOIR court sessions begin 

Detainee outdoor recreation begins (one hour / see schedule) 
Barbershop open (0900-1 100 M-F / sec schedule) 

0945 Library (0945 - 1 100 / sec schedule) 

1100 Detainee lunch feeding begins 

Law Library (Special Mousing Unit) 

1200 I -aw Library (pre-approved extra time / see schedule) 

1300 Detainee outdoor recreation begins (one hour / see schedule) 
Medication is issued in PUS 
Barbershop open (1300-1600 M-F / sec schedule) 

1320 Law Library (1320-1430 / see schedule) 

1 430 Detainee outdoor recreation (one hour / sec schedule) 

1445 Law Library (1445 - 1 550 /sec schedule) 

1600 Detainee dinner feeding begins 

1800 Camp closes for detainee population count 

1900 Religious Services (see schedule) 

2200 Camp closes for detainee population count (face to photo) 

2300 Normal telephone access ends 

2330 Televisions turned off (Sunday - Thursday) 

2330 Lights out in the dormitories (Sunday - Thursday) 

0030 Televisions turned off / lights out in dormitories (Friday - Saturday) 
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Approval of General Directives 



Approved By: ' Dale: 01 / 01/2009 

Gabriel Martinez 
Assistant Field Office Director 
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Public Health Service 
Short Stay Unit Rover #1 & #2 


Assume Post 

• Read and sign post orders and General Directives to Post Orders. 

• Receive a thorough briefing from the previous officer. Briefing should include any pertinent 
information that would affect the Short Stay Unit. Review past entries in the PHS Short Stay 
Unit logbook. 

• Conduct a security check and sanitation check of the area prior to relieving the outgoing 
officer. Notate all discrepancies in the logbook and submit the appropriate repair order when 
applicable. 

• Check keys and locks for accountability and proper operation. 

• Inventory all equipment and notate the results in the logbook. 

• Ensure that your communication radio is in good working order with a fully charged battery. 

• Review detainee bed card (3x5) book and confirm the head count; ensure that a bed card is 
present for each detainee in the unit. 


Duties and Responsibilities 

• Maintain care, custody and control of detainees housed in the Short Stay Unit. 

• Assist PHS Short Stay Unit Desk Officer. 

• Unit must be maintained in a sanitary manner at all times. 

• Supervise any cleaning crew as necessary. 

• Make frequent, but irregular patrols of the unit. 

• Provide security to nursing/mcdical stalT during laboratory procedures ami medication 
administration. 

• Ensure that all detainee request forms arc submitted to the supervisor prior to the end of the 
shift. 

• Ensure that all cleaning supplies and equipment are inventoried and returned to the secure 
storage area after each use; replenish hygiene supplies as needed. 

• Ensure that all detainees arc searched upon entering and exiting the unit. 

• Ensure that all doors are functional (open and close securely). 

• During normal operating situations, unit doors arc to remain secured, 

• Ensure that all detainees are offered meals during the regularly scheduled meal. Record all 
refused or uneaten meals in the logbook. 

• Ensure that all detainees are offered a minimum ofl-hour recreation daily, and escort those 
detainees to the recreation area. 

• Ensure that detainees who are being admitted or released from the unit have at a minimum, 
the following in their possession (1 towel, all issued linen, 1 pillow, 2 complete uniforms to 
include T-shirt and shorts). 

• Escort detainees to the recreation yard before allowing the contract custodians access inside 
the detainee’s assigned rooms. The detainees must remain outside in the recreation yard until 
the custodian has finished cleaning the detainee’s room. Do not remove detainees out of 
the Respiratory Isolation Rooms unless approved by the Clinical Director. 

I'lllitiM It, lllli v -mu' Mil. II Min I nil lii.ul I ,v I’.M < luli'i. I'alir I "I <' 

i t M M l I I MU'I 





796 


I S Department of tlmm-lamt Siriiniv 
t S immigration ami Cii>(oiii> I nforremeiit 
K route Ner\ irr Processing ( enter 


Specific Post Orders 
Public Health Service 
Short Slav I' nil timer -1 & ■'! 


Dutie s and Kcsponsjbilitics - continu ed 

• Detainees housed in the PHS Short Stay Unit who display violent or mentally disordered 
behavior shall be observed at least every fifteen minutes. Suicidal detainees shall be tinder 
continuous observation. 

• Ensure that all detainees are secured inside their assigned rooms when the contract custodians 
arc cleaning the PHS Short Stay’s restrooms, hallways and any other areas outside of the 
detainee’s assigned rooms. 

• Do not vacate the post unless properly relieved. 

Note- Detainees housed in the PHS Short Stay Unit arc not allowed to have medications in their 
possession unless it was been approved by the Clinical Director. 

When patrolling, constantly be on alert for suspicious activities. Look for contraband and 
anything out of the ordinary. Patrols must never become regular and routine. If detainees 
can anticipate your activities, then they can plan prohibited activities accordingly. 


Detainee Telephone Message Delivery 

Short Stay Unit Rover #2 will receive at extension 2202 or retrieve from voicemail non-specific 
and/or emergency detainee telephonic messages' and delivery to the detainee. 

• Rover #2 must ensure that all messages are recorded in the Detainee Message Log book 
and a Detainee Message form is completed. 

• Rover #2 must ensure that messages are delivered by an Escort Officer. 

• Rover H2 must ensure that detainee messages are delivered at a minimum of one time per 
shift. Ensure escorts return the Detainee Message Form to the Short Slay Unit for filing 
and forward a copy to the Processing Officer #1 for inclusion in the Detention File. 

• Detainee Message Form must be used to acknowledge receipt of message and upon 
completion must be filed in the Short Stay Unit and a copy placed in the individuals 
detention file. 

• Calls other than non-specific or emergencies will be directed to the appropriate 
department. I.c. Deportation, Medical Services, Detention and etc. 

• All emergency calls will be delivered immediately to the Doyon Akal JV shift supervisor. 

• Doyon Akal JV shift supervisor must direct all sensitive emergency notifications 
(death, serious illness, etc.) immediately to the ICE SIEA on duty for further 
direction. 


1 Detainee telephonic messages arc limited to emergency or non- specific (call home, call your job, etc.) 
notifications that exclude inquiries of case status, medical services, detention information, etc. 
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Detainee Telephone Message Delivery Procedure 

• Receive or retrieve call from Extension 2202 or mailbox 

• Identify if it’s an Emergency or Non-specific message 

Emergency Message 

• Request name and contact information front caller 

• Immediately forward call to Doyon Aka! JV shift supervisor for notification to 
ICE SIEA. Follow established procedure. 

• Record information in l.og book. 

A 'on Specific Message 

• Request name and contact information from caller 

• Request message 

• Complete Detainee Message Slip 

• Record information in l.og book 

Voicemail Retrieval Instructions 

• Lift Handset 

• Dial 2300 OR Press “MESSAGE” Button on the set 

• Enter your extension: 6424 PRESS It 

• Enter Password: 64241 PRESS II 

Messages must be delivered at a minimum of once per shift. 


Recurring Duties _____ 

• Five shakedowns per shift arc to be performed daily by the unit officers and properly log in 
logbook. 

• Note any movement of detainees from the unit in the logbook with name and complete alien 
number. 

• Detainees shall be searched upon returning to the unit. 

• Replenish hygiene supplies as needed. 

• Maintain accountability of items issued out. ( i.c. board games, pencils, etc.) 
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Confide ntiality 

• Any information overheard or otherwise obtained pertaining to a patient’s medical or 
personal status will be kept confidential and in no case released, discussed or repeated. 

• Medical records arc not to be handled or read by the officer assigned to the PUS Short Stay 
Unit. 

Important Guidelines for the Respiratory Isolation Rooms 

• All personnel who enter the anteroom or Respiratory Isolation Unit MUST WEAR A 
MASK. 

• When a suspected TB patient leaves the Respiratory Isolation Unit, he MUST WEAR A 
MASK BOTH INDOORS AND OUTDOORS. 

• A TB patient does not need to wear a mask inside the Respiratory Isolation Unit while the fan 
and/or I lepa filtration system is running. 

• A suspected TB patient may be used to clean Hie anteroom and bathroom, but MUST WEAR 
A MASK. 

Mental Health Unit 

• Lights must be on during day light hours in rooms 73 and 75 if being used for 
Psychiatric patients at the Mental Health Unit. 

• Detainees housed in the PHS Short Stay Unit who display violent or mentally 
disordered behavior shall he observed at least every fifteen minutes. Suicidal detainees 
shall be under continuous observation. 

Suicide Watch Room/ Observation Room 

• flic room designated for ‘suicide watclf situations located in Public Health Service in Bldg 
I, at the Kromc Service Processing Center serves a dual purpose. This room is also 
designated as an observation room, by PHS staff. Doyon-Akal JV staff will adhere to the 
‘suicide watch’ protocols for any detainees that are placed in this room by a PHS stafT 
member, whether it is for ‘observation’ or ‘suicide watch’ purposes. 

Padded Cell 

• At no time will the padded cell door be opened, or detainee be permitted outside the cell 
without having two officers present. 

• Two officers should be present when the detainee is removed from the cell for any reason. A 
supervisor must be present when a known dangerous detainee has to be moved from the 
padded cell for any reason. 

• Two officers will be present when staff has to enter the occupied padded cell; moreover, the 
detainee will be handcuffed behind the back when staff has to enter the padded cell. 

• Detainees removed from the padded cell for any purpose will be, at a minimum, restrained 
behind his back. 

Recreation 

• Ensure that all detainees are offered a minimum of I -hour of recreation daily, unless 
otherwise specified by the Clinical Director. 

• Detainees will adhere to a recreation schedule and will only be allowed outside at the 
designated times unless approved by the clinical director. 
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Law Library Schedule 

• Law Library hours will be determined by the posted schedule. 


Detainee Feeding 

• Meal times arc determined by the posted schedule. 

• Short Stay rovers will distribute meals to individual detainees. 

• Hnsure that all detainees receive their appropriate diets. 

• Record all refused or uneaten meals. 

D etainee Living Area 

• Dctaincc(s) are responsible for keeping their personal living areas neat and orderly. 

• No pictures arc allowed hanging front the walls or beds. 

• Only authorized amounts of linen and clothing. 

• No washing clothes in the Short Stay Unit. 

Officer’s Station 

• The officer’s station will be kept clean and neat with no detainees being inside it at anytime, 
for any reason. 

• Detainees shall not loiter around the officer's station, take things front it or view any written 
material that is on or around the area. 


*** These post orders arc to be used as u guide for the successful completion of your duties. 
It is not expected that these post orders will cover every conceivable situation that you may 
be confronted with while performing your assigned duties. However, you arc expected to 
exercise good judgment and good sense in the application of these orders . Your duties are 
not necessarily limited to those described herein, and may be amended orally or in writing 
when deemed appropriate. 


Approved By: 



Date: 01/01/2009 


Gabriel Martinez 
Assistant Field Office Director 
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Public Health Service 
Short Stay Unit Desk Officer 


Assume Post 

• Read and sign post orders and General Directives to Post Orders. 

• Receive a thorough briefing from the previous officer. Briefing should include any pertinent 
information that would afTcct the Short Stay Unit. Review past entries in the PHS Short Stay 
Unit logbook. 

• Make official entry in the logbook stating you have accepted the post, and assume all 
responsibilities that go with the post. 

• Conduct a security check and sanitation check of the area prior to relieving the outgoing 
officer. Notate all discrepancies in the logbook and submit the appropriate repair order when 
applicable. 

• Check keys and locks for accountability and proper operation. 

• Inventory all equipment and notate the results in the logbook. 

• Ensure that your communication radio is in good working order with a fully charged battery. 

• Review detainee bed card (3x5) book and confirm the head count; ensure that a bed card is 
present for each detainee in the unit. 


Du t ies and Responsibilities 

• Maintain control and surveillance of the all Short Stay Unit doors. 

• Maintain the highest degree of security' possible while conducting operations of the Control 
Panel. 

• Monitor unit operations via CCTV; report unusual activity to a Supervisor. 

• Maintain care, custody and control of detainees housed in the Short Stay Unit. 

• Unit must be maintained in a sanitary manner at all times. 

• Supervise any cleaning crew as necessary. 

• Ensure that all detainee request forms are submitted to the supervisor prior to the end of the 
shift. 

• Ensure that all cleaning supplies and equipment arc inventoried and returned to the secure 
storage area after each use; replenish hygiene supplies as needed. 

• Ensure that all detainees arc searched upon entering and exiting the unit. 

• Ensure that all doors are functional (open and close securely). 

• During normal operating situations, unit doors arc to remain secured. 

• Ensure that all detainees are offered meals during the regularly scheduled meal. Record all 
refused or uneaten meals in the logbook. 

• Ensure that all detainees are offered a minimum of I -hour recreation daily. 

• Ensure that detainees who are being admitted or released from the unit have at a minimum, 
Ihc following in their possession ( I towel, all issued linen. 2 complete uniforms to include T- 
shirt and shorts). 
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Duties a nd Responsibilities - continued 

• The PHS Short Stay Rover Officer must escort detainees to the recreation yard before 
allowing the contract custodians access inside the detainee’s assigned rooms. The detainees 
must remain outside in the recreation yard until the custodian has finished cleaning the 
detainee’s room. Do not remove detainees out of the Respiratory Isolation Rooms unless 
approved by the Clinical Director. 

• Ensure that all detainees arc secured inside their assigned rooms when the contract custodians 
arc cleaning the PHS Short Stay's restrooms, hallways and any other areas outside of the 
detainee’s assigned rooms. 

• Detainees housed in the PHS Short Stay Unit who display violent or mentally disordered 
behavior shall be observed at least every fill cm minutes. Suicidal detainees shall be under 
continuous observation. 

• Lights must be on in the Mental Health Unit rooms at all times. 

• Do not vacate the post unless properly relieved. 

Note- Detainees housed in the PHS Short Stay Unit are not allowed to have medications in their 

possession unless the Clinical Director has approved it. 

When patrolling, constantly be on alert for suspicious activities. Look for contraband and 

anything out of the ordinary. Patrols must never become regular and routine. If detainees 

can anticipate your activities, then they can plan prohibited activities accordingly. 

Note: Officers will make rounds of the unit at least once every hour. 


Recurring Duties 

• Log all shakedowns, emergencies, etc. in the unit logbook. 

• Pivc shakedowns per shift are to be performed daily by the unit officers. 

• Note any movement of detainees from the unit in the logbook with name and complete alien 
number. 

• Detainees shall be searched upon returning to the unit. 

• Replenish hygiene supplies as needed. 

• Maintain accountability of items issued out. (i.c. board games, pencils, etc.). 


Mental Health Unit 

• Lights must be on during day light hours in rooms 73 and 75 if being used for 
Psychiatric patients at the Mental Health Unit, 

• Detainees housed in the PHS Short Stay Unit who display violent or mentally 
disordered behavior shall be observed at least every fifteen minutes. Suicidal detainees 
shall be under continuous observation. 
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Padded Cell 

• At no time will the padded cell door he opened, or detainee be permitted outside the cell 
without having two officers present. 

• Two officers should be present when the detainee is removed from the cell for any reason. A 
supervisor must be present when a known dangerous detainee has to be moved from the 
padded cell for any reason. 

• Two officers will be present when staff has to enter the occupied padded cell; moreover, the 
detainee will be handcuffed behind the back when staff has to enter the padded cell. 

• Detainees removed from the padded cell for any purpose will be, at a minimum, restrained 
behind his back. 


Important Guidelines for the Respiratory Isolation Rooms 

• All personnel who enter the anteroom or Respiratory Isolation Unit MUST WEAR A 
MASK. 

• When a suspected TB patient leaves the Respiratory Isolation Unit, be MUST WEAR A 
MASK BOTH INDOORS AND OUTDOORS. 

• A TB patient docs not need to wear a mask inside the Respiratory' Isolation Unit while the fan 
and/or Hcpa filtration system is running. 

• A suspected TB patient may be used to clean the anteroom and bathroom, but MUST WEAR 
A MASK. 


Confidentiality 

• Any information overheard or otherwise obtained pertaining to a patient's medical or 
personal status will be kept confidential and in no case released, discussed or repeated. 

• Medical records are not to be handled or read by the officer assigned to the PUS Short Stay 
Unit. 

Recreation 

• Ensure that all detainees are offered a minimum of 1 -hour of recreation daily, unless 
otherwise specified by the Clinical Director. 


Law Library Schedule 

• Law Library hours will be determined by the posted schedule. 


Detainee Feeding 

• Meal times arc determined by the posted schedule. 

• Ensure that all detainees receive their appropriate diets. 

• Record all refused or uneaten meals. 
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Detainee Living Area 

• Detaincc(s) arc responsible for keeping their personal living areas neat and orderly. 

• No pictures arc allowed hanging from the walls or beds. 

• Only authorized amounts of linen and clothing. 

• No washing clothes in the Short Stay Unit. 

Offi c er’s Station 

• The officer’s station will be kept clean and neat with no detainees being inside it at anytime, 
for any reason. 

• Detainees shall not loiter around the officer’s station, take things from it or view any written 
material that is on or around the area. 


*** These post orders are to be used as a guide for the successful completion of your duties. 
It is not expected that these post orders will cover every conceivable situation that you may 
be confronted with while performing your assigned duties. However, you are expected to 
exercise good judgment and good sense in the application of these orders . Your duties arc 
not necessarily limited to those described herein, and may be amended orally or in writing 
when deemed appropriate. 


Approved By: 



Date: 01 / 01/2009 


Gabriel Martinez. 

Assistant Field Office Director 
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H 

U.S. Department of Homeland Security 

Immigration and Customs Enforcement 

Florence Detention Center - Florence, AZ 

Specific Post Orders 

HOSPITAL SECURITY OFFICER (ARMED) 


HOURS OF OPERA HON: 

This post will be manned 24 hours a day, as needed. (Shi As not to exceed 10 hours) This will be an armed post and a 
complete Agency Uniform with proper identification is required. 



In the event of a hostage situation, the involved employee is without authority, regardless of rank. At no time will the 
hostage-taker be allowed out of the room and you will not obey the demands made by the hostage-taker or the orders 
from the hostage, who may be under duress. 



Check with off-going officer for any pass-ons concerning the detainee, check activity log and sign in. 

Visually check on the detainee to verify presence. Note this in activity log then call the admitting office and advise 
them you are on duty (sec Contacting ICG Supervisor). 

Officer will be posted directly outside the detainees’ room, unless there are specific directions otherwise. 

Officer will not depart post until properly relieved; Contracting Services Designated Site Supervisor will be 
responsible for assuming post if Officer is not property relieved or falls to illness. 



• Ensure that your post is clean. Conduct a safety, security and sanitation inspection. 

• Ensure only authorized personnel enter the detainees* room. 

• There will be at least one armed officer supervising the detainee at all times. 

• Maintain a visual on the detainee anytime they are out of (he room. 

• Report any problems to the on-duty ICE Supervisor (see Contacting ICB Supervisor) 

• Ail suspicious activity shall be immediately reported to the on-duty ICE Supervisor. 

• Detainees are not allowed to use the phone without authorization from the On-duty ICE Supervisor, if 
approved make proper entry in Activity Log. 

• Detainees are not allowed to receive visitors without written authorization from by the Assistant Field 
Office Director of the ICE office that placed the detainee in the hospital. 

• Brief your relief on any pertinent information. 

• Notify the admitting ICE office upon the detainee’s release from the hospital. 


Hospital Security Officer (ARMED) Revised 01/02/2009 
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All persons requesting entry into the detainees’ room are identified by proper ID (I.E. Hospital, ICE, ETC). 
All persons exiting the detainees’ room are properly identified. 




• Detainees housed in hospitals for treatment are not authorized visitation unless approved in writing by the 
Officer In-Charge of the office that placed the detainee in die hospital. 

• If visitation is granted log this in the activity log and annotate how many persons entered the room. 



• All persons visiting the detainee will be searched prior to entering the room. No one will be able to take 
bags, food or any drinks into the room. Anyone refusing to be searched will be denied visitation. 


• In accordance with the Detention Standard on Detainee Visitation, all persons and vehicles entering and 
exiting the facility are subject to search. By accessing the facility grounds, the person is giving his or her 
implied consent to search and seizure. This Includes Hospital Rooms. 




• If at any time you feel yourself or other staff are in imminent physical danger notify hospital staff and await 
assistance 

• In the event of an emergency such as a fire, unauthorized entry into the detainees’ room, contact the police 
and then the on-duty ICG Supervisor to advise them of the situation and await instructions/assUtancc. 

• If the detainees’ family or friends show up at the room and requests to visit the detainee, you are to advise 
them to leave and seek approval from the ICE Supervisor to visit. If they refuse to leave, advise them if 
they do not you will have to contact the police, and Hospital Security Staff. 

Only the minimum amount of force will be used to control any situation. AH lesser means must have been found to 
have failed prior to the use of Deadly Force. 

• The use of deadly force is not permitted if the subject is in a non-secure facility or a facility under the 
control of Immigration and Custom Enforcement, and (a) has not used or threatened the use of force likely 
to cause death or serious physical injury in his or her escape attempt, and (b) has not otherwise manifested 
an imminent threat of death or serious physical injury to the officer or the community. 

• The use of deadly force is not permitted if the subject is in transit to or from a non-sccurc facility and is not 
accompanied by persons who are in transit to or from a secure facility and the subject (a) has not used or 
threatened the use of force likely to cause serious physical injury in his or her escape attempt, and (b) has 
not otherwise manifested an imminent threat of death or serious physical injury to the officer or community. 

• After an escape from the facility, vehicle or hospital room and its immediate environs has been affected, 
officers attempting to apprehend the escaped prisoner may not use deadly force unless such force would 
otherwise be authorized in accordance with this policy. 

• Warning shots are not permitted. 

Deadly force is only used as a last resort when the detainee is demonstrating the following factors simultaneously 
(Same Thne). 

INTENT- Verbal or Physical 

(Veibal= detainee stating, “I’m going to kill you”) (Physical- detainee coming at you with a weapon) 


Hospital Security Officer (ARMED) 


Revised 01/02/2009 
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OPPORTUNITY “ Detainee is within a distance they could inflict death or serious physical injury to you or another 
person. 

ABILITY - Size, Training, Weapon(s). 




The use of a leg restraint to secure the detainee to the bed is at the officers* discretion for level 1 & 2 detainees, 
however level 3 detainees WILL be restrained to the bed using a leg iron. When the detainee is out of the room for 
any reason they will be restrained and escorted at all times. Refer to 1-385 Card for Information Concerning 
detainee’s classification level. 


: liP 


The following information will be recorded in the Activity log. 


• Date and Time tour starts and officer has taken responsibility. (Write Officers’ name) 

• Record status of detainee each half hour. 

• Record visits by hospital staff, 

• Record any time post is left (time departing and time returned) and reason post left. (I E. Detainee taken to 
X-ray Clinic, etc.). 

• Record any unusual events happening during tour. 

• Record lime and officer relieved by. 


NOTE: Activity Log and Post Orders will not be altered, written upon, drawn on, or tom. 

Activity Logs will be maintained by the contractor for three years after the date of the last entry in the log. 






When contacting the on-duty ICE Supervisor you must relay the following information. 

1. Your name and the name of your company. 

2. The Hospital you are providing security at. 

3. Name of Detainee you are supervising. 


Ensure you contact the ICE office that placed the detainee in the hospital. This information will be provided on the I- 
385 (Detainee Booking Cant) 


These Numbers are not to be released to the nubile. 

1" Phoenix @ 601-379-3982 
In Flnrence @ 520-868-8375 

If you attempt to contact the ICE Supervisor and are not able to reach anyone at the numbers listed above, call 520- 
868-8377 and ask for the SIEA on-duty. 

The following numbers are provided for families to contact ICE regarding detainees housed at hospitals. 

Phoenix Detention - 602-3794035 
Florence Detention - 520-868-5862 


Hospital Security Officer (ARMED) Revised 01/02/2009 
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It is not expected that these post orders will cover every conceivable situation that you may be confronted with 
while performing your assigned duties, However, you are expected to exercise good Judgment and good sense 
in the application of these orders. Any questions, or concerns should be directed to your supervisor or the on- 
duty ICE Supervisor. 


Approved by: 



Hospital Security Officer (ARMED) 
APOD INITIALS : 


Revised 01/02/2009 
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SUBJECT: 

Visitation 

PURPOSE: 

To describe the visitation program at the Florence Processing Center. 

POLICY: 

It is the policy of the Florence Processing Center to permit detainees to have visits with 
family, friends, and their attorneys under conditions consistent with the security of the 
facility. 

PROCEDURAL GUIDELINES 

The Supervisory Detention and Deportation Officer (SDDO) will be responsible for the 
operation of the visitation program, including the assignment of sufficient staff to manage 
all aspects of the operation. 

1) Each visit, the visitor shall complete a Notice for Visitors form. 

a) Visitors shall be recorded in the Visitation Log book. 

b) Under normal conditions, visits will be limited to no less than 30 minutes. The 
facility allows more lime when possible, especially for family members traveling 
significant distances to visit. 

2) Detainees may refuse a visit from anyone except a department employee on official 

business or persons acting under court order. Detainees refusing other visitors shall 

do so in writing. 

3) Detainees shall not be permitted to have more than three visitors, of any age, during 

each regular visit. 

a) Detainees wanting to request more than three visitors shall complete a Detainee 
Request for authorization to the Detention Operations Supervisor (DOS) on duty 
at least 24 hours before but no more than 7 days before the proposed visit. 

b) Visitors shall visit only one detainee during each visit, unless more than one 
detainee is an immediate family member of that visitor. 

c) Detainees shall not be allowed to visit with another detainee’s visitors unless the 
detainees are father and son, mother and daughter, brothers or sisters. 

d) Only one group shall sit at a table, except in cases of space shortages. In such 
cases, visitation staff may allow more than one group at a table after determining 
that sharing a table is not likely to create a problem. 

e) When a detainee or a visitor becomes disruptive, the visitation officer shall 
terminate the visit, with authorization by DOS. 


Initials: 
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f) The visitation oflicer shall, with authorization of the DOS prohibit persons who 
are reasonably suspected to be under the influence of any intoxicant from visiting. 

4) Former Immigration and Customs Enforcement (ICE) employees or contract 
employees: 

a) Shall be prohibited from visitation with a detainee for a period of six months from 
the date of separation of employment, except when the detainee is an immediate 
family member or relative. 

5) Employees terminated or who resigned while under investigation for inappropriate 
behavior with a detainee are ineligible to visit any detainee for a period of one year 
from the date of separation from employment. 

a) Employees terminated or who resigned while under investigation for possession 
and/or introduction of contraband are permanently ineligible to visit any detainee, 

6) Denial of Entry - Visitors shall be denied entry to facility if the visitor: 

a) Is currently suspended from visiting the facility. 

b) Cannot provide proper identification. 

c) Does not meet dress standards. 

d) Is reasonably suspected of being under the influence of any intoxicant. 

e) Is in possession of contraband or illegal contraband. 

f) Uses abusive language and/or actions, which disrupt the safe, secure, and orderly 
operation of the unit. 

g) Is a minor/young child not accompanied by an adult. 

7) ‘NOTE* Visitation by former Detainees or Aliens in proceedings: Former ICE- 
detainees, individuals with criminal records, and individuals in deportation 
proceedings shall not be automatically excluded from visiting. Individuals in any of 
these categories must so notify the Assistant Field Office Director (AFOD) before 
registering for visitation privileges. The AFOD shall weigh the nature and extent of 
an individual's criminal record and/or prior conduct against the benefits of visitation 
in determining visitation privileges. (As per ICE Detention Standard for Visitation, 
Section 0.2). 

8) Visitor Identification - Adult visitors shall present acceptable evidence of 
identification upon entering and exiting the facility. 

a) This identification shall include the visitor's name, a picture and date of birth. 

b) Acceptable picture identification for adult visitors shall include but shall not be 
limited to: 

i) Military ID. 

ii) Passports. 

iii) Valid state drivers licenses. 
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iv) Official picture identification cards from any State or Federal agency, 
including government employee I.D. cards and Immigration and 
Naturalization documentation cards. 

(a) Note: Expired Identification Documents will not be accepted, and 
are not considered valid forms of identification 

9) Visitor Searches - Visitors and their property shall be subject to search before 

entering the visitation area. 

a) All visitors shall be required to clear a metal detector and/or a pat search by a staff 
member of the same gender. 

b) Visitors refusing to be searched shall be denied entrance. 

i) This denial shall extend to the visitor and all who accompany them. 

c) When a reasonable suspicion exists that a visitor possesses illegal contraband, and 
upon appropriate authorization, the visitor's vehicle (If located on Government 
owned/leased property) may be searched. A local law enforcement agency will 
conduct the search; the owner/user shall be present during the search. 

i) If a visitor is found in possession of illegal contraband, the vehicle shall be 
searched. 

d) When a visitor is found to possess contraband, the visit may be denied or 
terminated by the DOS or shift commander. 

e) When a visitor is found to possess illegal contraband, the visit shall be denied or 
terminated and the DOS or shift commander shall notify the AFOD/SDDO and 
local law enforcement agencies. 

10) Detainee Searches 

a) Before entering the Visitation Area, all detainees shall be thoroughly pat 
searched. When documented suspicion exists that a detainee may be the intended 
recipient of contraband during the visit, a strip search shall be conducted before 
entering the visitation area to preclude entry of materials that might facilitate the 
introduction of contraband, such as lubricants and balloons. 

b) Upon completion of a general visit, detainees shall be strip searched before 
returning to the housing unit. Upon completion of a legal visit (attorney etc.) 
detainees will be pat searched. Officers may, however, strip-search a detainee 
reasonably suspected of concealing contraband of any kind, 

1 1) Conduct in the Visitation Area 

a) All conduct by both detainees and visitors shall be quiet, orderly and in good 
taste. 

b) Visitors shall be held responsible for the conduct of minors and young children, 
and shall monitor and control them during the visit 

c) Incidents of misconduct shall be documented on Disciplinary Reports and or 
Memorandum by the observing staff. 


Initials: 3 03/10/2008 



811 


d) Physical contact within the limits of common decency shall be allowed. 

e) Kissing and embracing shall be permitted only at the beginning and end of each 

visit and shall not be prolonged. 

f) All clothing shall remain fastened; hands shall remain outside the clothing at all 

times. 

g) Detainees and visitors shall remain in an upright position. 

h) Visitors or detainees shall not place their hands inside the other's clothing. 

i) The following conduct shall be prohibited at visits: 

i) Exposure of genitals or breasts. 

ii) Lying on the floor or ground, upon seats or tables or under tables or 
attempting to conceal the visitor and/or detainee from staff. 

iii) Sitting on a visitor’s lap or holding the visitor on the detainee’s lap, with the 
exception of a young child. 

iv) Gyrating or thrusting with the pelvic regions touching, in standing or sitting 
position. 

v) Sitting with one's legs entwined or overlapping with another person's legs. 

vi) Touching any genital area, breast, or buttocks, under or over clothing. 

vii) Use of profanity, making loud noises, disturbing other detainees or visitors, 
creating a mess or otherwise being a nuisance in the visitation area. 

viii) Minors/young children not in the control of, or not accompanied by, a 
parent/guardian while on Government property, to include parking lots, 
approach walks, lobby areas, rest rooms and any visitation area. 

12) Allowable Visitor Property 

a) Visitors shall be allowed the following items in visitation areas: 

i) Personal identification. 

ii) A change of clothing and feeding bottles of milk, formula, or juice for an 
infant when the infant is taken into the visitation area. 

iii) One handheld baby carrier per infant. This item shall be thoroughly searched 
before entry. Strollers or carriers with wheels shall not be permitted. 

iv) One diaper bag per infant. This item shall be thoroughly searched prior to 
entry, containing only items listed in 1 1.1.2 

13) No items/property may be exchanged between the detainee and their visitor during 

the visit. 

14) Food and Beverages 

a) No food or beverage shall be taken into visitation areas by visitors. 
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15) Dress Code 

a) All clothing shall be wom in good taste and within the bounds of common 
decency. No clothing that may be mistaken for detainee clothing is allowed. 

b) Gang “colors” and other gang displays are prohibited. 

c) No body-hugging clothing of any kind, i.e., leggings, Speedos, or nylons, are to 
be wom as an outer garment 

d) For female visitors age twelve and above, the dress code is: 

i) Shorts not shorter than mid-thigh when seated shall be allowed, but no 
jogging shorts, cut-offs or hip hugger pants. 

ii) Skirts and dresses shall be allowed, but no shorter than mid-thigh when 
seated. Slits in skirts and dresses shall not extend above mid-thigh when 
seated. 

iii) Tops of clothing shall be no lower than the collarbone in the front and back. 

iv) Shoes shall be wom at all times. 

v) No bare midriffs or strapless tops, tube tops, halter-tops, body suits or 
swimsuits shall be permitted. 

vi) Sheer, see-through, or open-netted clothing shall be prohibited. 

vii) Spandex clothing shall only be wom with appropriate over garments. 

e) For male visitors age twelve and above the dress code is: 

i) Shorts no shorter than mid-thigh shall be allowed, but no jogging shorts, cut- 
offs or hip huggers. 

ii) Shirts shall be wom at all times, but no muscle shirts or bare midriff shirts 
shall be allowed. 

iii) Shoes shall be wom at all times. 

iv) Sheer, see-through, or open-netted clothing shall be prohibited. 

v) Spandex clothing shall only be wom with appropriate over garments. 

16) NON-CONTACT VISITATION 

a) The AFOD shall determine which visits shall be non-contact. This decision shall 
be based on due consideration of: 

i) The past behavior of the visitor and detainee during visitation. 

ii) The detainee’s disciplinary record. 

iii) Other available information. 

b) Non-contact visits may be imposed for the following reasons: 

i) When the detainee is suspected of dealing in contraband 

ii) Repeated violation of visitation rules. 
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iii) When deemed necessary for the well being of vis i tors/staff/detainees and/or 
for the safe, secure, and orderly operation of the institution. 

iv) Detainees may be placed on non-contact visitation status until disciplinary 
action has been completed, or until confirming laboratory tests have been 
completed, if suspected illicit substances are involved. 

c) The following Detainee populations shall have non-contact visits: 

i) Disciplinary Segregation Unit. 

ii) Any other unit designated by the Assistant Field Office Director (AFOD). 

(1) Detainees shall be notified in writing of placement on non-contact 
visitation status. 

(2) Once a detainee has been placed on non-contact visitation status, the 
detainee shall remain on that status until removed by the Officer in 
Charge. 

17) SPECIAL CIRCUMSTANCE VISITS 

a) Hospitalized detainees - Visits to hospitalized detainees shall be allowed only 
when they are specifically authorized, in writing, by the AFOD and with the 
consent of the attending physician and the Facility Health Administrator. 

b) Law Enforcement Visits • Law enforcement officials (other than ICE) wishing to 
interview a detainee on official business shall furnish proper identification (e.g., 
their badge) to the AFOD of the facility prior to visiting. 

c) Holiday Visits - Visitation shall be scheduled on Mondays during the normal 
workweek when it is a Federal Holiday. 

d) Special Visits - To request a Special Visit, detainees should submit a Detainee 
Request to the SDDO through their assigned Housing Officer. 

i) The SIEA may authorize special visits for: 

(1) Exceptionally large families so that all members may visit as a group with 
the detainee relative. 

(2) Out-of-state visitors. 

(3) Visitors who are unable to visit during regular visitation hours 

18) Visits by Legal Representatives and Legal Assistants 

a) In visits referred to as "legal visitation”, each detainee may meet privately with 
current or prospective legal representatives and their legal assistants. 

b) Hours 

i) Legal visitation is seven days a week, including holidays. The hours are from 
8 a.m. until 4:30 p.m. 

ii) Legal visitations may proceed through a scheduled meal period. In such 
cases, the detainee shall receive a tray or sack meal after the visit. 
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iii) Authorized “Legal” Visitors 

(1) Subject to the restrictions stated below, individuals in the following 
categories may visit detainees to discuss legal matters: 

(2) Attorneys and Other Legal Representatives 

(3) Legal Assistants shall present a letter of authorization from the legal 
representative under whose supervision he/she is working. An 
unaccompanied legal assistant may meet with a detainee during legal 
visitation hours. The letter shall state that the named legal assistant is 
working on behalf of the supervising legal representative for purposes of 
meeting with the ICE detainee(s). 

(4) Interpreters are permitted to accompany legal representatives and legal 
assistants on legal visits. Interpreters shall also undergo the security 
clearance process. 

(5) Messengers are permitted (who are not legal representatives or legal 
assistants) to deliver documents to and from the facility, but not to visit 
detainees. 

c) Identification of Legal Representatives and Assistants. Before each visit, all legal 
service providers and assistants shall be required to provide identification. State 
bar cards are the preferred forms of identification. Attorneys who are members of 
state bars that do not provide a bar card will be required to present other available 
documentation demonstrating bar membership. If such documentation is not 
readily available to attorneys licensed in a particular state, they will be required to 
indicate where they are licensed as an attorney and how that fact may be verified. 

i) Legal representative and legal assistant may not be asked to state the legal 
subject matter of the meeting. 

ii) A legal representative or legal assistant shall be subject to a search of his/her 
person and belongings for the purpose of ascertaining the presence of 
contraband at any time. 

d) Identification of Detainee To Be Visited 

i) Legal service providers are not required to submit a detainee's A-number as a 
condition of visiting. A good-faith effort will be made to locate a detainee if 
provided with other information about the detainee. 

e) SUSPENSION OF VISITS 

i) Some reasons for suspension are: 

(1) Introduction/attempted introduction of drugs and drug paraphernalia, or 
discussion of their introduction. 

(2) Introduction/attempted introduction of contraband or illegal contraband, or 
discussion of their introduction. 

(3) Escape/attempted escape or discussion of escape. 
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(4) Any action, attempted action, or discussion of actions that may jeopardize 
institutional security. This includes infractions of the institution 
disciplinary system. 

(5) Any criminal activity, attempted criminal activity, or discussion of 
criminal activity. 

(6) Any discussion of graphic, detailed descriptions of sex acts. 

ii) The appropriateness and duration of visitor suspensions shall be determined 
by the AFOD. 

(1) Appeals for visitor suspensions shall be addressed to, and 
reviewed/determined by the AFOD. 

(2) Suspensions of detainee visitation privileges will be addressed through the 
institution disciplinary system. 

(3) Appeals of suspensions of detainees may be addressed through the 
institution disciplinary system appeals process. 

19) Contraband/Illegal Contraband 

a) Visitors found in possession of illegal contraband shall have visitation privileges 
suspended for a minimum of six months up to permanent suspension, at the 
discretion of the AFOD. 

b) When a visitor is found to possess contraband that is not defined as illegal, the 
visit may be denied or terminated, and visitation privileges may be suspended 
pending investigation. 

c) The affected visitor may submit a written statement to the AFOD for review. 

d) After reviewing the reports and statements, the AFOD shall determine whether to 
suspend the visitor based upon the specific circumstances and the type of 
contraband detected. 

20) SECURITY REQUIREMENTS 

a) The AFOD may suspend all visitation when it is determined the security or 
orderly operation of the institution warrants such action. 

b) Physical Security Requirement - The SDDO shall ensure that: 

i) Visitation areas and buildings conform to physical security, access controls, 
and security supervision consistent with the control needs of the detainee 
population of the unit being served. 

ii) Sufficient security staff is assigned to ensure the safe, secure, and orderly 
operation of each visitation area. 

c) Visitation areas with contact visits, the visitor restrooms shall be equipped with 
exterior locking devices. . Access to the restrooms shall be accomplished 
through the Visitation Officer. 

d) SIEAs shall tour visitation areas at least once per shift during scheduled visiting 
hours. 
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e) DOSs shall conduct a check of visitation areas at least once during scheduled 
visiting hours. 

21 ) No items/property may be exchanged between the detainee and their visitor during 
the visit All transactions shall be initiated between the visitor and an officer. No 
item shall be brought into the visitation area that is intended for a detainee. All 
transfers of property or funds shall occur in the processing area with the detainee and 
one staff witness who shall co-sign all receipts. 

a) All previous inventories and receipts shall be adjusted at the time of the 
transaction. 

22) Media Interviews of Detainees 

a) ICE supports public access to non-classified and non-confidential information 
about its operations, not to provide publicity for undocumented aliens or afford 
special privileges to the news media, but in the interest of an informed public. 

b) By regulating interviews in the detention setting, the AFOD ensures the orderly 
and safe operation of the facility. Interviews by reporters, academics and others 
not included in other visitation categories shall be peimitted only by special 
arrangement, with approval of the Field Office Director (FOD). 

c) Detention Facility Visits/Tours 

i) Media representatives who wish to tour the facility shall contact the ICE 
AFOD of the facility. 

ii) Media representatives shall make advance appointments for visits/tours. The 
FOD responsible for the detention facility may, however, suspend these visits 
for an appropriate period during and after an emergency. 

iii) The FOD may also suspend visits when there are indications of possible 
unrest or disturbance within the facility. 

iv) Media representatives must obtain advance permission from the AFOD and 
FOD before taking photographs in or of a Processing Center. 

v) The AFOD shall advise both media representatives and detainees that use of 
any detainee's name, identifiable photo, or recorded voices requires his/her 
prior permission. Media representatives shall obtain a signed release from the 
detainee before photographing or recording his/her voice. The facility shall 
retain the signed release(s) in the detainee’s A-file. 

vi) Detainees have the right not to be photographed (still, movie, or video), and 
not to have their voices recorded by the media. If the presence of video, film, 
or audio equipment or personnel would likely cause a disruption within the 
facility, the FOD may limit or prohibit such equipment or personnel. For 
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■ , example, the FOD might limit the equipment to hand-held cameras or 
recorders. 

vii) Requests by Non Government Organizations (NGOs) and other organizations 
to tour the facility must be submitted in writing to the AFOD or the FOD. 
The written request must state the exact reason for the visit/tour and issues to 
be discussed. 

viii) All efforts will be made to accommodate NGO requests for facility tours 
in a timely manner, 

ix) All tours shall be limited to a reasonable number or participants, who must 
' ' timely submit the personal information needed to conduct a background 

check. Individuals with criminal records and individuals in deportation 
proceedings shall not be automatically excluded from visiting. The AFOD 
shall weigh the nature and. extent of an individual’s criminal record and/or 
prior conduct against the type of tour/visit requested. 

d) Personal Interviews 

i) A media representative planning to conduct a personal interview at a facility 
shall submit a written request to the responsible FOD, preferably 4$ hours and 
no less than 24 hours prior to the time slot requested. The FOD may waive 
the 24-hour rule if convinced of the need for urgency. 

ii) The FOD will inform the detainee of the interview request, who must indicate 
his/her willingness to be interviewed by signing a consent form before the 
FOD begins to copsider the request. The written consent shall be retained in 
the detainee’s detention file. 

iii) When the alien is the center of a controversy or is a special interest or high 
profile case, the FOD will consult Headquarters Operations before deciding 
whether to allow the interview. 

iv) The FOD will normally approve/disapprove, in writing, within 24 to 48 hours 
of the request. Possible reasons for disapproval include: 

a. The news media representative or news organization he/she 
represents does not agree to the conditions established by 
this policy or previously failed to abide by them (see 
paragraph.5 of this section); 

b. The detainee is physically or mentally unable to participate, 
as indicated by the statement of a medical officer statement. 
A psychologist may verify mental incapacity, 
substantiating the reason for disapproval. 
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c. The detainee is a minor whose parent or legal guardian has 
not provided the required written consent. If the juvenile 
detainee's parents or guardians are not known or cannot be 
located, the detainee’s legal representative may provide 
consent. If there is no legal representative, the FOD shall 
notify the representative of the news media of the 
detainee’s status as a minor, and shall then consider the 
authorization in consultation with the District Counsel. 

d. The FOD finds it probable that the proposed interview 
would endanger the health or safety of the interviewer, 
cause serious unrest, or disturb the orderly operation of the 
facility. 

e. The detainee is involved in a pending investigation/court 
action and the court with jurisdiction over the matter has 
issued a gag rule or the FOD, after consultation with the 
District Counsel, thinks the proposed interview could affect 
the outcome of the court case. 

e) The detainee is likely to criticize his/her government publicly, creating grounds 
for an asylum case. The FOD will consult with Headquarters before making this 
decision. 

i) Interviews will take place during normal business hours in a location 
determined by the AFOD. The AFOD will provide a location conducive to 
the interviewing activity, consistent with security and good order. The FOD 
may limit the number of interviews with a particular detainee to a reasonable 
number per month. Further, if interviews are imposing a serious strain on 
staff or facility resources, the FOD may restrict the time allotted to interviews 

ii) ICE reserves the right to monitor and/or supervise, but not participate in, 
detainee interviews. 

iii) A media representative interested in touring the facility and photographing or 
recording other detainees in conjunction with an individual interview must 
follow all applicable procedures. 

f) Press Pools 

i) When the FOD and the AFOD determine the volume of interview requests 
warrants such action, a press pool may be established. All material generated 
from such a press pool shall be available to all news media, without right of 
first publication or broadcast 
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ii) The AFOD will notify all media representatives with pending interviews, 
tours/visits, or requests that representatives that, effective immediately and 
until further notice, all media representatives must comply with the press pool 
guidelines established by the FOD. 

iii) The press pool shall comprise one member each from the following groups: 

23) The national and international news services; 

24) The television and radio networks and outlets; 

25) The newsmagazines and newspapers; and 

26) All local media serving the locality where the facility is located. 

i) The FOD will, upon request, provide the media information about a detainee 
provided it is a matter of public record and not protected by privacy laws, 
Department of Homeland Security policy, or ICE policy. Security and safety 
concerns for staff and detainee(s) require that removal-related data remain 
confidential. 

b) Special Conditions 

i) The media representative shall certify that he/she is familiar with, and accepts, 
the rules and regulations governing media conduct during facility interviews 
and visits 

ii) Media representatives shall exercise professional judgment in investigating 
allegations involving a detainee, staff member or detention facility. 
Professional ethics require that the party(s) involved have an opportunity to 
respond before any allegation is published or broadcast. 

iii) The media representative shall limit information-gathering to one primary 
source, and shall neither solicit nor use personal information provided by one 
detainee about another who is unwilling to be interviewed. 

iv) Media representatives must comply with the facility's rules and regulations. 
They may discuss objections, suggestions, exceptions, and general issues 
concerning the applicability of any rule, regulation, or order with the 
supervisor of the facility. 

v) The routine processing of detainees shall take precedence over media 
interviews. A media request shall not delay or otherwise interfere with the in- 
processing or departure of any detainee. 
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27) The National Detention Standard describes other Detainee Visitation issues not 
covered herein, This Policy is not all encompassing and questions that cannot be 
answered by either the National Detention Standard or this Local policy should be 
directed to the ICE supervisor on duty for clarification and guidance. 


Approved By: Title: 
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through FY 2009 to date. ICE does not maintain a database of records regarding length of stays broken down 
by each facility or the mean and median length of stay for each detainee at each facility for each fiscal year. 


Vendor Name 

Purpose of Contract 
(Goods or Services Provided) 

Award 

Date 

Expire Date 

Alpine Special Treatment Center 

Inpatient psychiatric services (CA) 

8/13/2007 

8/12/2012 

Atlantic Shores Hospital 

Psychiatric services (FL) 

1/15/2004 

1/14/2009* 

College Hospital Cerritos 

inpatient psychiatric services (CA) 

9/6/2007 

9/5/2012 

College Hospital Costa Mesa 

Inpatient psychiatric services (CA) 

9/6/2007 

9/5/2012 

Sonora Behavioral Health 

Inpatient psychiatric services (AZ) 

1 1/23/2005 

11/22/2010 


Question: Please provide for the record copies of all contracts between ICE and each facility with which ICE 
has contracted for in-patient mental health treatment since 2003. 

ANSWER: Copies of the contracts are provided separately. ICE provides access to community inpatient 
mental health treatment through a number of means other than contracts; therefore, these contracts do not reflect 
the breadth of availability of health care services for our detainees. To ensure appropriate and adequate access 
and treatment, ICE also utilizes Letters of Understanding, Memoranda of Agreement as well as the usual and 
customary medical reimbursement practices available under the authority of Title 18 of the Social Security Act 
which allows for access based on willingness by the provider to accept Medicare reimbursement rates. 
Additionally, state owned treatment facilities may accept our detainees. Because of the variability of these 
arrangements, there is no static number of facilities that are or may be utilized by ICE for inpatient mental 
health treatment. However, currently 38 facilities have accepted our detainees for inpatient treatment. 
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Healthcare Services in Support of VAFSC 
and Its Customers 


1.0 Background 

The Department of Veterans Affairs, Financial Services Center (VAFSC), provides the services 
of claims processing and Preferred Provider Network (PPN) development and administration on 
behalf of other Federal agencies. Establishment of a PPN on behalf of these agencies supports 
their respective missions to provide healthcare services. 

1.1 Objective 

Creation of a PPN through establishment of advance agreements whereby the contractor, 
hereinafter referred to as "Provider," agrees to provide healthcare services to "Members,” 
including Detainees (as defined in 1.2 below) in accordance with the terms of this Agreement. 

1.2 Definitions 

For the purposes of this Agreement, the following terms shall have the meanings set forth below: 

1. Agreement - this Blanket Purchase Agreement for health care services. 

2. Authorization - means prior approval provided by VAFSC through the 
Utilization Review and Management (UM) Program for a Provider to render Covered Services. 

3. Contracting Officer - a Federal employee with specific authority to commit the 
Government. The Contracting Officer is the only person authorized to sign or authorize changes 
to this Agreement. 

4. Contracting Officer’s Representative (CORl - an individual delegated specific 
authority to act on behalf of the Contracting Officer in such areas as negotiation of Provider fees, 
monitoring of Provider performance, and making recommendations to the Contracting Officer 
regarding changes to the Agreement. The COR has no authority to sign, effect changes to, 
terminate, or require additional services to be performed under this Agreement; all such actions 
must be effected by the Contracting Officer. 

5. Contractor - means “Provider.” 

6. Covered Services - means the medical and other health care services 
appropriately provided to a Member pursuant to prior authorization and defined in the Provider 
Handbook. 


7. Detainee - means a Member who is in custody and under the jurisdiction of the 
Department of Homeland Security (“DHS”), Immigration and Customs Enforcement (“ICE”), 
Customs and Border Protection (“CBP”), or any other Federal agency customer authorized to 
detain a Member. 

8. Emergency Services - means a covered service provided to a Member as a result 
of a sudden or unexpected medical or mental condition manifesting itself by acute symptoms of 
sufficient severity, including without limitation, severe pain or psychiatric disturbances such that 
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an average layperson could reasonably expect the absence of immediate medical attention to 
result in (i) placing the Member’s or another individual's health in serious jeopardy; (ii) serious 
impairment to bodily functions; or (iii) disfigurement or, serious dysfunction of a bodily organ or 
part. 


9. FAR- Federal Acquisition Regulation - body of Federal regulations governing 
this Agreement. The FAR may be viewed and downloaded at www.ametgov . 

10. Federal Customer Program - means a healthcare program of a Federal agency, 
where that agency has entered into a service agreement with VAFSC. Information specific to the 
Federal Customer Program(s) covered by this Agreement is listed in Addenda A, B, and C. 

11. Medical Record - those documents corresponding to medical or allied care, 
goods, or services furnished in any place of service, In order to qualify as a basis for 
reimbursement, the medical records must be dated, signed or otherwise attested to, as appropriate 
to the media, and legible. 

12. Member - means any person, including Detainees, who is authorized to receive 
health care services. 

13. Provider - means a physician, hospital or other provider of health care services or 
supplies, duly licensed, credentialed and authorized to provide health care services for the 
diagnosis and/or treatment in individuals in the State in which the services are provided, is 
qualified by training, experience, law and regulation to provide, has the capacity and customarily 
provides and is admitted into the VAFSC Preferred Provider Network to provide medically 
necessary Covered Services. 

14. Parties - means the individuals or entities that execute this Agreement. 

15. Preferred Provider Network - means die VAFSC network of physicians, 
hospitals and other health care providers of services or supplies arranged and authorized to 
provide Covered Services. 

16. Provider Handbook - the document setting forth the rules, regulations, policies 
and procedures established by VAFSC for provision of Covered Services to Members; including 
procedures for Provider Utilization Review and Management Program; Quality Management 
Program; referrals by and to Participating Providers and other providers; claim/encounter form 
processing procedures; and other administrative requirements. There may be more than one 
Federal Customer Program serviced by the VAFSC under this Agreement. Therefore, there may 
be more than one Provider Handbook. If so, each Provider Handbook shall be unique and 
applicable only to that particular Federal Customer Program. Provider shall comply with the 
terms of the Provider Handbook applicable to each Federal Customer Program, The Provider 
Handbook is hereby incorporated by reference and made a part of this Agreement; however, in 
the event of any inconsistency or conflict between this Agreement and the Provider Handbook, 
the provisions of this Agreement shall prevail. The Provider Handbook will be made available to 
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the Provider prior to the execution of this Agreement either by hardcopy or at a referenced 
website. 

17. Quality Management and Utilization Review and Management 

C’UM") Programs - means the administrative and operational procedures established and 
administered by VAFSC and defined in the Provider Handbook. 

1 8* Referral - means the process of arranging for the provision of a medically 
necessary Covered Service by a network provider as defined in the Provider Handbook. 

19. Urgent Care Services - means Covered Services that must be promptly delivered 
to prevent the deterioration of the health as a result of unforeseen illness or injury. 

1 .3 Statement of Work 

1.3.1 Relationship of Parties 

FAR 52.237-7 Independent Contractor - Indemnification and Medical Liability Insurance 
(Jan 1997) 

(a) It is expressly agreed and understood that this is a nonpersonal services contract, as defined in 
Federal Acquisition Regulation (FAR) 37. 101, under which the professional services rendered by 
the Provider are rendered in its capacity as an independent contractor. The Government may 
evaluate the quality of professional and administrative services provided, but retains no control 
over professional aspects of the services rendered, including by example, the Provider's 
professional medical judgment, diagnosis, or specific medical treatments. The Provider shall be 
solely liable for and expressly agrees to indemnify the Government with respect to any liability 
producing acts or omissions by it or by its employees or agents. The Provider shall maintain 
during the term of this contract liability insurance issued by a responsible insurance carrier of not 
less than $1,000,000 per specialty per occurrence, or the minimum amounts per specialty per 
occurrence required by the State in which the services are to be provided. 

(b) The Provider, upon request by the Contracting Officer, shall furnish prior to execution of this 
Agreement evidence of its insurability concerning the medical liability insurance required by 
paragraph (a) of this clause. 

(c) Liability insurance may be on either an occurrences basis or on a claims-made basis. If the 
policy is on a claims-made basis, an extended reporting endorsement (tail) for a period of not 
less than 3 years after the end of the contract term must also be provided. 

(d) Evidence of insurance documenting the required coverage for each health care provider who 
will perform under this contract shall be provided to the Contracting Officer prior to the 
commencement of services under this contract. If the insurance is on a claims-made basis and 
evidence of an extended reporting endorsement is not provided prior to the commencement of 
services, evidence of such endorsement shall be provided to the Contracting Officer prior to the 
expiration of this contract Final payment under this contract shall be withheld until evidence of 
the extended reporting endorsement is provided to the Contracting Officer. 
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(e) The policies evidencing required insurance shall also contain an endorsement to the effect 
that any cancellation or material change adversely affecting the Government's interest shall not 
be effective until 30 days after the insurer or the Provider gives written notice to the Contracting 
Officer. If, during the performance period of the contract the Provider changes insurance 
providers, the Provider must provide evidence that the Government will be indemnified to the 
limits specified in paragraph (a) of this clause, for the entire period of the contract, either under 
the new policy, or a combination of old and new policies. 

(f) The Provider shall insert the substance of this clause, including this paragraph (f), in all 
subcontracts under this contract for health care services and shall require such subcontractors to 
provide evidence of and maintain insurance in accordance with paragraph (a) of this clause. At 
least 5 days before the commencement of work by any subcontractor, the Provider shall furnish 
to the Contracting Officer evidence of such insurance. 

1,3.2 Parties Obligations 

The Parties understand that the Provider is not obligated to accept orders, nor is the Government 
obligated to place orders under this Agreement. The Parties are entering into this Agreement 
because the Government anticipates that the services of the Provider will be required, and the 
Provider anticipates that it will have the ability to provide those services in accordance with this 
Agreement. 

1.3.2.1 VAFSC Obligations - VAFSC shall perform all administrative, accounting, 
enrollment, medical management and marketing functions necessary, convenient or appropriate 
for the administration of this Agreement. VAFSC will provide and Provider will adhere to, and 
implement, the required and approved administrative and operational procedures necessary to 
effect the provisions of this Agreement. These procedures for the delivery of the contracted 
health care services to Members will be provided in a Provider Handbook. The Provider 
Handbook will cover such topics as the identification of the primary point of contacts, patient 
identification procedures, referrals, appointments, quality and utilization management, claims 
submission and payment, translation services for Members not speaking English, and Detainee 
security procedures where necessary to carry out the requirements of this Agreement. 

1.3.2.2 Provider Obligations 

1.3.2.2.1 Scope of Services - Provider agrees to provide only Covered 
Services to Members that Provider is qualified to provide by virtue of Provider’s training and 
experience with the same standard of care, skill, and diligence customarily used by similar 
Providers, for which Provider is qualified by law or regulation to provide, has the capacity to 
provide and customarily provides and will perform in accordance with the standards established 
by the UM and QM Program as defined in the Provider Handbook, When Provider is 
unavailable, Provider shall arrange for the provision of Covered Services by another qualified 
Provider ("Covering Provider"). The Government shall not be responsible for any payment to 
the Covering Provider. Provider shall be responsible for payments to the Covering Provider. 
Further, Provider shall assure that Covering Provider understands and complies with all terms 
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and conditions of this Agreement. This Agreement does not establish any contractual 
relationship between the Government and the Covering Provider. 

13 . 2 . 2.2 Standards - Provider represents and warrants that he or she is 
duly licensed and in good standing in the Stale(s) in which the services will be performed, agrees 
to maintain such licensure and standing and demonstrate to VAFSC upon request, throughout the 
term of this Agreement, evidence of medical licensure in each State where the services are to be 
provided, Federal and State controlled substances registration, medical staff membership and 
applicable clinical privileges at one of VAFSC network hospitals, if applicable, or a hospital 
accredited by the Joint Commission on Accreditation of Healthcare Organizations ("JCAHO") 
and/or the Federal Center for Medicare/Medicaid Services (CMS), required licensure or 
certification of all nurses or allied health professionals employed by or under contract with 
Provider, and required professional and general liability insurance. Provider agrees to cooperate 
with VAFSC credentialing process as defined in the Provider Handbook by providing the 
requested information concerning Provider’s education, training, residency programs, board 
status, references, malpractice liability insurance coverage, appropriate claims history, hospital 
staff privileges, and reappointment dates and other information that is necessary to the VAFSC 
credentialing process. Provider shall immediately notify the Contracting Officer and COR in 
writing of any suspension, revocation or the limitation of any of the aforementioned 
requirements, or of any adverse decision of any regulatory body, court, governmental agency, or 
hospital quality and utilization management body with respect to Provider or of any other 
situation which would materially affect Provider’s ability to carry out the obligations of this 
Agreement. Provider agrees to comply with any reasonable corrective action plan established by 
VAFSC related to the provision or failure to provide Provider services to Members. 

1.3.2.23 The Quality Management ("QM") and Utilization Review and 
Management ("UM") Programs - Provider agrees to participate in and abide by all quality 
management and utilization review and management procedures established and administered by 
VAFSC as defined in the Provider Handbook. 

13.2.2.4 Medical Records - Upon the completion of a treatment event. 
Provider shall provide a written summary of the treatment(s) and/or procedure(s) provided to the 
Member (including Detainees) as defined in the Provider Handbook. Members’ medical records 
shall be provided and maintained in accordance with the standards defined in the Provider 
Handbook and consistent with the usual and customary practices including safeguarding of 
confidentiality under applicable State and Federal laws. Provider shall maintain all medical 
records relating to Members for the greater of five (5) years or the length of time Providers are 
required to maintain patient records under applicable State law. Provider shall assist VAFSC 
with the collection of data relating to Members who are provided services by Provider under this 
Agreement Provider shall maintain and provide upon VAFSC request a complete copy of the 
Member’s medical records. Requested records shall be provided within 30 calendar days of 
request. 


13.2.2.5 Right to Inspect - Upon request by VAFSC or any cognizant State 
or Federal regulatory agency or department, or private or public licensing and accreditation 
agency, and subject to all applicable laws and regulations governing the confidentiality of 
medical records, Provider shall provide access at all reasonable times for the purpose of 
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inspecting Provider’s facilities and Members records relating to the performance of this 
Agreement 


1. 3.2.2. 6 Facilities -Provider shall provide facilities that are accessible to 
people with disabilities. 

1.3 .2.2.7 Government Approval - Provider acknowledges that this 
Agreement is subject to Government approval and the availability of funds. VAFSC shall have 
no liability to Provider unless the necessary approvals and authorizations are obtained in 
accordance with the Provider Handbook. Provider agrees that VAFSC may provide this 
Agreement, and each schedule or list of rates paid or to be paid under this Agreement, to any 
cognizant State or Federal agency. 

1.3.2.2.8 Ordering of Services - An order for the Covered Services of the 
Provider is deemed to be issued under this Agreement when a request for Covered Services is 
made in accordance with the Provider Handbook. An order is considered accepted by the 
Provider when the Provider begins the process of rendering those services. The Provider 
understands and agrees that this Agreement obligates no funds and that only an order for services 
as described herein carries with it a funds obligation. 

1.3.2.2.9 Provider Practice Information - When executing this Agreement 
the Provider shall submit provider practice information by fully completing Addendum D. 

1.3.3 Detainee Security 

This Section 1,3.3 shall apply to Detainees of the Federal Customer Program(s) listed in 
Addendum C. At all times, Detainee security shall be the responsibility of the appropriate 
Division or element of the cited Federal Customer Program. To ensure that clear security 
procedures for the Detainees are in place while they are undergoing treatment by the Provider, 
the appropriate Division or element of the applicable Federal Customer Program will develop 
appropriate operational security procedures. Provider hereby acknowledges and will be 
responsive to those security requirements for all Detainees and will provide recommendations 
and advice about the Provider’s place of business to these Federal representatives to assist in 
their security procedures. 

1.3.4 Period of Performance 

The ordering period of this Agreement is 5 years from the effective date. The effective date shall 
be the date that the Agreement is signed by the Contracting Officer. 

1.3.5 Termination 

1.3.5. 1 FAR 52-212-4(1) Termination forthe Government's Convenience. The 
Government reserves the right to terminate this Agreement, or any part hereof, for its sole 
convenience. In the event of such termination, the Provider shall immediately stop all work 
hereunder and shall immediately cause any and all of its suppliers and subcontractors to cease 
work. Subject to the terms of this Agreement, the Provider shall be paid a percentage of the 
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contract price reflecting the percentage of the work performed prior to the notice of termination, 
plus reasonable charges the Provider can demonstrate to the satisfaction of the Government using 
its standard record keeping system, have resulted from the termination. The Provider shall not 
be required to comply with the cost accounting standards or contract cost principles for this 
purpose. This paragraph does not give the Government any right to audit the Provider's records. 
The Provider shall not be paid for any work performed or costs incurred which reasonably could 
have been avoided. 

1.3.5.2 FAR 52.212-4 (m) Termination for Cause. The Government may 
terminate this Agreement, or any part hereof, for cause in the event of any default by the 
Provider, or if the Provider fails to comply with any Agreement terms and conditions, or fails to 
provide the Government, upon request, with adequate assurances of future performance. In the 
event of termination for cause, the Government shall not be liable to the Provider for any amount 
for supplies or services not accepted, and the Provider shall be liable to the Government for any 
and all rights and remedies provided by law. If it is determined that the Government improperly 
terminated this Agreement for default, such termination shall be deemed a termination for 
convenience. 
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1.3.6 Claims Submission 

Payment to Provider will be made only for Covered Services. Provider shall submit claims for 
payment following the customer program-specific procedures established in Addendum “A.” 
Provider agrees to accept as payment-in-full the payment rates set forth in this Agreement in 
Addendum B. 

1 J.7 FAR 52.212-4 (d) Disputes 

This Agreement is subject to the Contract Disputes Act of 1978, as amended (41 U.S.C, 601- 
613). Failure of the parties to this Agreement to reach agreement on any request for equitable 
adjustment, claim, appeal or action arising under or relating to this Agreement shall be a dispute 
to be resolved in accordance with the clause at FAR 52.233-1, Disputes, which is incorporated 
herein by reference. The Provider shall proceed diligently with performance, pending final 
resolution of any dispute arising under the Agreement. 

1.3.8 Marketing and Advertising Material 

1 .3.8. 1 Any material in whatever form for external publication or distribution 
which refers to this Agreement (including, but not limited to, media releases, photographs, 
brochures and posters) must be approved, in advance, by the Contracting Officer. 

1 .3.8.2 Notwithstanding the foregoing, it is agreed that VAFSC may include the 
Provider’s name in VAFSC marketing materials and on VAFSC’s Roster of Participating 
Providers. 

1.3.9 General Provisions 

1. 3.9.1 Except as specifically permitted herein, Provider may not assign this 
Agreement without the express written consent of the Contracting Officer. 

1 .3.9.2 The Parties agree that this is not an exclusive arrangement. The Provider 
shall retain Provider’s full right and ability to establish, contract or otherwise associate with any 
other prepaid health services plan, insurer, third-party pay or other entity without being deemed 
in breach of this Agreement provided that any such contract or other arrangement shall not 
interfere with or prevent Provider from fulfilling Provider’s obligations under this Agreement. 
VAFSC shall retain its full right and ability to establish, contract or otherwise associate with any 
other physician or other provider of health care services provided that any such contract or other 
arrangement shall not interfere with or prevent VAFSC from fulfilling its obligations under this 
Agreement. 

1 .3.9.3 This Agreement may be modified at any time by the mutual consent of the 
Contracting Officer and Provider. Any such modification shall be in writing and shall be 
effective when signed by both parties. 
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1 .3.9.4 The Government retains the right to modify this Agreement as necessary 
to comply with a change in State or Federal law or regulations. The Contracting Officer will 
notify the Provider in writing of such mandated modifications. VAFSC may terminate this 
Agreement immediately if Provider objects to modifications required by law. 

1 .3.9.5 Any notice required or permitted to be given in writing pursuant to the 
terms and provisions hereof shall be deemed to have been properly given if sent by electronic 
mail (email) or facsimile transmission (fax), where the sending party receives a written 
confirmation directly from the required receiving party (an automated return receipt generated by 
an email or automated confirmation generated by a fax system is adequate and will be deemed 
confirmation); or by certified mail addressed to each party'. 

To Provider: 

Alpine Special Treatment Center 
2120 Alpine Blvd 
Alpine, CA 91901 

To VAFSC: 

Department of Veterans Affairs/Financial Services Center 
Attention: Director, Provider Network Development 
1220 L St., N.W., Suite 500 
Washington, D.C. 20005 

1 .3.9.6 In the event any paragraph, section, portion or provision of this Agreement 
is determined to be null and void by any court of law, the rest of the Agreement shall remain in 
full force and effect, unless either party submits written objection to the other party within thirty 
days of the decision of the court. 

1 .3.9.7 This Agreement shall be governed by the laws and regulations of the 
United States Federal Government. All disputes between the parties shall be governed by the 
Disputes Clause as described in Section 1,3.7. 

1 .3.9.8 In the event of any conflict or inconsistency between any provisions of 
this Agreement and the provisions of any Addenda or documents incorporated by reference 
hereto, the provisions of this Agreement shall govern. In the event of any conflict or 
inconsistency between the provisions of this Agreement, any Addenda or documents 
incorporated by reference hereto and the FAR, the FAR shall govern. 

1.3. 9.9 No waiver, express or implied, of the breach of any provision hereof shall 
be deemed a waiver of any other provision or of any subsequent breach. 

1.3.9.10 Nothing in this Agreement, whether expressed or implied, is intended to 
confer any rights or remedies under or by reason of this Agreement on any persons other that the 
Parties to it. Nothing in this Agreement shall relieve the liability of any third person to any party 
to this Agreement. No provision shall give any third person any right of subrogation or action 
against any Party to this Agreement 
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1 .3.9. 1 1 This Agreement constitutes the entire Agreement between the Parties, and 
as of the effective date hereof supersedes all other Agreements and understandings between the 
parties with respect to the subject matter hereof. 

1 .3.9.12 Notwithstanding any other provision of this Agreement, upon written 
notice to the other Party, either Party may be excused from fulfilling its obligations under this 
Agreement, if prevented from doing so by any act of nature, fire, explosion, accident, war, labor 
dispute, civil commotion, government action (whether legal or not) or any occurrence or cause 
which is beyond such Party’s control. 

1.3.9.13 Each Party recognizes the unique and valuable nature of, and agrees to 
maintain confidential, the confidential information marked as such, or known to the receiving 
party to be confidential or proprietary, of VAFSC, Provider and other Providers that shall 
include, without limitation, this Agreement; eligibility lists and any other information containing 
the names, addresses and telephone numbers of Members that have been compiled by VAFSC or 
Provider; administrative and operating procedures and manuals, including those pertinent to the 
UM Program; the financial arrangements among VAFSC, Provider, or other Providers; and any 
other information of VAFSC, or Provider that is identified as proprietary. Upon the effective 
date of termination of this Agreement, either Party shall promptly return to the other the 
confidential and proprietary information in their possession, without retaining any copies. 
Notwithstanding the foregoing, nothing in this section or any other provision of this Agreement 
shall penalize Provider for discussing medically necessary or appropriate care with, or on behalf 
of, any Member who is the Provider’s patient. VAFSC may use the Provider’s name, address 
and telephone number in promotional and other marketing materials, including Provider 
directories. 

1 .3 .9. 1 4 Provider agrees to accommodate and accept Members as patients on the 
same basis as other patients served by Provider. When Provider’s practice reaches its capacity, 
Provider shall immediately notify the Contracting Officer’s Representative (COR) listed in 
Section 2 below. In addition to complying with the FAR 52.222-26, "Equal Opportunity" clause 
incorporated by Section 2.3.2 of this Agreement, Provider agrees not to discriminate against any 
Member nor impose any limitation on the care and treatment of a Member on the basis of age, 
race, color, national origin, sex, religion, health status or frequency of utilization of Covered 
Services. 

1.3.9.15 Provider shall provide to COR at least thirty (30) days prior written notice 
of any changes in Provider’s office locations, addressees, hours of operations, telephone numbers 
and other relevant information relating to Provider’s operations. 

2.0 OTHER APPLICABLE FAR PROVISIONS 

2.1 FAR 52.212-4 Contract Terms and Conditions-Commercial Items (Feb 2002) is incorporated by 
reference. The provisions of this clause are available at www.arnet.gov . 

2.2 FAR 52.212-5 Contract Terms and Conditions Required to Implement Statutes or Executive 
Orders- Commercial Items (June 2003). 


Page i 1 of 14 



833 


Healthcare Services in Support of VAFSC 
and Its Customers 


(a) The Provider shall comply with the following Federal Acquisition Regulation (FAR) clause, 
which is incorporated in this contract by reference, to implement provisions of law or Executive 
orders applicable to acquisitions of commercial items: 52.233-3, Protest after Award (Aug 1996) 
(31U.S.C. 3553). 

(b) The Provider shall comply with the FAR clauses in this paragraph (b) that the Contracting 
Officer has indicated as being incorporated in this contract by reference to implement provisions 
of law or Executive orders applicable to acquisitions of commercial items: None Applicable. 

(c) The Provider shall comply with the FAR clauses in this paragraph (c), applicable to 
commercial services, that the Contracting Officer has indicated as being incorporated in this 
contract by reference to implement provisions of law or Executive orders applicable to 
acquisitions of commercial items: None Applicable, 

(d) Comptroller General Examination of Record. The Provider shall comply with the provisions 
of this paragraph (d) if this contract was awarded using other than sealed bid, is in excess of the 
simplified acquisition threshold, and does not contain the clause at 52.215-2, Audit and Records- 
Negotiation. 

(1) The Comptroller General of the United States, or an authorized representative of the 
Comptroller General, shall have access to and right to examine any of the Provider's directly 
pertinent records involving transactions related to this contract. 

(2) The Provider shall make available at its offices at all reasonable times the records, materials, 
and other evidence for examination, audit, or reproduction, until 3 years after final payment under 
this contract or for any shorter period specified in FAR Subpart 4.7, Provider Records Retention, 
of the other clauses of this contract. If this contract is completely or partially terminated, the 
records relating to the work terminated shall be made available for 3 years after any resulting 
final termination settlement. Records relating to appeals under the disputes clause or to litigation 
or the settlement of claims arising under or relating to this contract shall be made available until 
such appeals, litigation, or claims are finally resolved. 

(3) As used in this clause, records include books, documents, accounting procedures and 
practices, and other data, regardless of type and regardless of form. This does not require the 
Provider to create or maintain any record that the Provider does not maintain in the ordinary 
course of business or pursuant to a provision of law. 

(eX 1 ) Notwithstanding the requirements of the clauses in paragraphs (a), (b), (c), and (d) of this 
clause, the Provider is not required to flow down any FAR clause, other than those in paragraphs 

(i) through (vi) of this paragraph in a subcontract for commercial items. Unless otherwise 
indicated below, the extent of the flow down shall be as required by the clause- 

(1) 52.219-8, Utilization of Small Business Concerns (Oct 2000) (15 U.S.C. 637(d)(2) and (3)), in 
all subcontracts that offer further subcontracting opportunities. If the subcontract (except 
subcontracts to small business concerns) exceeds $500,000 ($1,000,000 for construction of any 
public facility), the subcontractor must include 52.2 1 9-8 in lower tier subcontracts that offer 
subcontracting opportunities. 

(ii) 52.222-26, Equal Opportunity (Apr 2002) (E.0. 1 1246). 

(iii) 52.222-35, Equal Opportunity for Special Disabled Veterans, Veterans of the Vietnam Era, 
and Other Eligible Veterans (Dec 2001) (38 U.S.C. 4212). 

(iv) 52.222-36, Affirmative Action for Workers with Disabilities (June 1998) (29 U.S.C. 793). 

(v) 52.222-41, Service Contract Act of 1965, as Amended (May 1989), flow down required for all 
subcontracts subject to the Service Contract Act of 1965 (41 U.S.C. 351, etseg.). 

(vi) 52.247-64, Preference for Privately Owned U.S.-Flag Commercial Vessels (Apr 2003) (46 
U.S.C. Appx 1241 and 10 U.S.C. 2631). Flow down required in accordance with paragraph (d) of 
FAR clause 52.247-64. 

(2) While not required, the Provider may include in its subcontracts for commercial items a 
minimal number of additional clauses necessary to satisfy its contractual obligations. 

(End of clause) 
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3.0 ADDITIONAL TERMS AND CONDITIONS 

Notwithstanding any other provisions of this Agreement, a Provider may also mean an entity that 
does not render health care services but instead arranges for those services with other individuals 
or entities; in such case, the individual who actually renders the health care services in 
accordance with the terms and conditions of this Agreement will be a subcontractor of the 
Provider. If the Provider is such an entity, it will invoice for any services rendered and will 
ensure that all terms and conditions of this Agreement governing Providers except those relating 
to claims submission and payment will be binding and enforced with respect to the individual or 
entity with whom/which it makes an arrangement for provision of health care services under this 
Agreement. 


Page 13 Of 14 



835 

Healthcare Services in Support of VAFSC 
and Its Customers 

Contracting Officer’s Representative (COR), 

The COR for this Agreement is James N, Lee. Mr. Lee may be reached at: 

Address: Immigration Health Services 

1226. L St, NW, Suite 500 
Washington, D.C. 20005 

Phone: 202.732.0100 


IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the Parties, by individuals who are duly authorized to legally bind 
the respective Party have executed this Agreement and it is effective on the date set forth below. 


Department of Veterans Affairs 



Typed or Printed Name 
Contracting Officer 


Title 


rhzhotii 


Typed or Printed Name 



Pace 1 4 of J 4 
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Addendum A 

Claims Submission Procedures 

For the Division of Immigration Health Services customer, Provider shall submit claims to: 

Division of Immigration Health Services 
VA Financial Services Center 
PO Box 149345 
Austin, TX 7871 4-9345 

All Provider claims for Covered Services that are provided to Detainees under this Agreement 
shall be submitted on a CMS-1500 form or a CMS-1450/UB92 form or an ADA Dental Claim 
Form within ninety (90) days from the date of service. A completed and approved Treatment 
Authorization Request (TAR) form as defined in the Provider Handbook must accompany the 
appropriate claim form. 

VAFSC or designee will review, price and adjudicate the claim, prepare an Explanation of 
Benefits form and return the claim with any payment to the Provider. Provider may appeal any 
claim determination to VAFSC or designee within 1 80 days after the claim has been paid or 
rejected. The appeals process will follow the procedures provided in the Provider Handbook. 
Claims submitted exceeding one year from date of service shall not be processed for payment, 
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Addendum B 

INITIAL DESIGNATED AUTHORITY AND NETWORK PROVIDER PAYMENT 

AMOUNTS 

VAFSC is currently contracting for services to be provided to Members under the following 
Program(s): 

The Division of Immigration Health Services 

Compensation for professional and technical services provided by Provider to Members of the 
aforementioned Program shall be: 

1. $290 daily rate 

2. $50 security 

3. $20 MD’s - basic services, medication management 

4. $40 medication, labs 

Total Daily Rate $400 


Other Federal Customer Program patient populations may be added to this Agreement through a 
mutually agreed upon (bilateral) modification. 
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Addendum C 
DETAINEE SECURITY 

For Detainees associated with the following customer program(s): 

1 . The Division of Immigration Health Services 

Section 1 .3.3 of this Agreement (“Detainee Security”) shall apply. 
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Addendum D 

Provider Practice Information 

Provider shall attach all providers’ name(s) and practice addresses incorporated under this 
Agreement. The practice address information wall contain: 


Practice Name 

Alpine Special Treatment Center 

Practice Provider's Name (s) 


Practice Provider’s Specialty (ies) 

Mental Health/' Dual Diagnosis Rehabilitation 

Practice Address (es) 

2120 Alpine Blvd, Alpine CA 91901 

Practice Phone Number (s) 

619-445-7570 

Practice Fax Number (s) 

619-659-3122 

Practice Hours of Operation 

24 hours a day, 7 days a week 

Practice Tax Identification (s) 

33-0671445 

Practice Billing Address (es) 

2120 Alpine Blvd, Alpine CA 91901 

Practice Languages Spoken 

English, Spanish 

Practice Contact 

Kristin Allred 

Practice Website 

MHRC@ASTCI.com 

Practice Correspondence Email 

Kristnlaiiitiaol.com. 

kallred.administation@astci.com 
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Department of Veterans Affairs 

Office of Acquisition and Material Management (Q49A3G) 
1615 Woodward Street 
Austin, TX 76772 


Sonora Behavioral Health 
6050 N. Corona Road 
Tucson, AZ 85704 


As specified on orders 


Q PURCHASE OSOEfl 

(Svb|9ct lo lends and 
conditions on reverse 
or attached shews) 

0 DEUVERY/TASKOROER 

(Subfed to terms end 
conditions of the contract) 


Department of Veterans Affairs 
Financial Services Canter 
1615 Woodward Street 
Austin TX 78772 





0001 Healthcare services in support of the 

Department of Veterans Affairs, Financial 
Services Center (VAFSC) and its customers s 
described in this Agreement. 



SHIP TO THIS ADDRESS ONLY: 


N/A 


See Addendum A and reference 
paragraph 1 .3.6, Claims Submission 

CONTRACT AND/OR INVITATION NO. 

V797(049A3G)P-PPN-044 


iMTTTTJI 

■Hi 

■iRRmnil 


See 

Addendum B 


Contract type : Blanket Purchase Agreement 


FOR ANO/OR 
FAR Part 12 


TYPED NAME AND SIGNATURE OF AUTHORIZED PURCHASING OR CONTRACTING OFFICER 


TOTALS 


For Government Use Onl 


See Signature Page 


Effective Data. 

November 23, 2005 
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Page i of 14 (not including, Addenda) 



Department of Veterans Affairs 

REQUESTING OFFICE 

Office of Acquisition and Materiel 

Department of Veterans Affairs 

Management (049A3G) j 

Financial Services Center 

161 5 Woodward Street 

1615 Woodward Street 

Austin, TX 78772 

Austin TX 76772 

VENDOR iProvkfw) 

SHIP TO THIS ADDRESS ORLY: 

Sonora Behavioral Health 

6050 N. Corona Rd 

T ucson, AZ 85704 

N/A 


As specified on orders 


See Addendum A and reference 
paragraph 1.3.6, Claims Submission 


N/A 

DISCOUNT TERMS DELIVERY TIME 

N/A Performance period 


IS DELfVERY/TASK ORDER 
(Subject » term* and 
condrtaxo oT to cortraa) 


CONTRACT AND/OR INVITATION NO. 

V797(049A3G)P-PPNXXX 


DESCRIPTION 


support c 
ancial Serv 
; described 


1 | 


AUTHORITY FOR AND/OR METHOD OF PURCHASE 

FAR Part 12 

TYPED NAME AND SIGNATURE OF AUTHORIZED PURCHASING OR CONTRACTING OFFICER 


TOTALS 

For Government Use On! 


See Signature Pa: 


Effective Data. 

MontiVDate/Year 
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1.0 Background 

The Department of Veterans Affairs, Financial Services Center (VAFSC), provides the services 
of claims processing and Preferred Provider Network (PPN) development and administration on 
behalf of other Federal agencies. Establishment of a PPN on behalf of these agencies supports 
their respective missions to provide healthcare services. 

1.1 Objective 

Creation of a PPN through establishment of advance agreements whereby the contractor, 
hereinafter referred to as "Provider," agrees to provide healthcare services to "Members,” 
including Detainees (as defined in 1.2 below) in accordance with the terms of this Agreement. 

U Definitions 

For the purposes of this Agreement, the following terms shall have the meanings set forth below: 

1. Agreement - this Blanket Purchase Agreement for health care services. 

2. Authorization - means prior approval provided by VAFSC through the 
Utilization Review and Management (UM) Program for a Provider to render Covered Services. 

3. Contracting Officer - a Federal employee with specific authority to commit the 
Government. The Contracting Officer is the only person authorized to sign or authorize changes 
to this Agreement 

4. Contracting Officer’s Representative fCORf - an individual delegated specific 
authority to act on behalf of the Contracting Officer in such areas as negotiation of Provider fees, 
monitoring of Provider performance, and making recommendations to the Contracting Officer 
regarding changes to the Agreement. The COR has no authority to sign, effect changes to, 
terminate, or require additional services to be performed under this Agreement; all such actions 
must be effected by the Contracting Officer. 

5. Contractor - means “Provider.” 

6. Covered Services - means the medical and other health care services 
appropriately provided to a Member pursuant to prior authorization and defined in the Provider 
Handbook. 

7. Detainee - means a Member who is in custody and under the jurisdiction of the 
Department of Homeland Security (“DHS”), Immigration and Customs Enforcement (“ICE”), 
Customs and Bolder Protection (“CBP”), or any other Federal agency customer authorized to 
detain a Member. 

8. Emergency Services - means a covered service provided to a Member as a result 
of a sudden or unexpected medical or mental condition manifesting itself by acute symptoms of 
sufficient severity, including without limitation, severe pain or psychiatric disturbances such that 
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an average layperson could reasonably expect the absence of immediate medical attention to 
result in (i) placing the Member’s or another individual's health in serious jeopardy; (ii) serious 
impairment to bodily functions; or (iii) disfigurement or, serious dysfunction of a bodily organ or 
part. 


9. FAR - Federal Acquisition Regulation - body of Federal regulations governing 
this Agreement. The FAR may be viewed and downloaded at www.amet.aov . 

10. Federal Customer Program - means a healthcare program of a Federal agency, 
where that agency has entered into a service agreement with VAFSC. Information specific to the 
Federal Customer Program(s) covered by this Agreement is listed in Addenda A, B, and C. 

1 1. Medieal Record - those documents corresponding to medical or allied care, 
goods, or services furnished in any place of service. In order to qualify as a basis for 
reimbursement, the medical records must be dated, signed or otherwise attested to, as appropriate 
to the media, and legible. 

12. Member - means any person, including Detainees, who is authorized to receive 
health care services. 

13. Provider - means a physician, hospital or other provider of health care services or 
supplies, duly licensed, credentialed and authorized to provide health care services for the 
diagnosis and/or treatment in individuals in the State in which the services are provided, is 
qualified by training, experience, law and regulation to provide, has the capacity and customarily 
provides and is admitted into the VAFSC Preferred Provider Network to provide medically 
necessary Covered Services. 

14. Parties - means the individuals or entities that execute this Agreement. 

15. Preferred Provider Network - means the VAFSC network of physicians, 
hospitals and other health care providers of services or supplies arranged and authorized to 
provide Covered Services. 

16. Provider Handbook - the document setting forth the rules, regulations, policies 
and procedures established by VAFSC for provision of Covered Services to Members; including 
procedures for Provider Utilization Review and Management Program; Quality Management 
Program; referrals by and to Participating Providers and other providers; claim/encounter form 
processing procedures; and other administrative requirements. There may be more than one 
Federal Customer Program serviced by the VAFSC under this Agreement. Therefore, there may 
be more than one Provider Handbook. If so, each Provider Handbook shall be unique and 
applicable only to that particular Federal Customer Program. Provider shall comply with the 
terms of the Provider Handbook applicable to each Federal Customer Program. The Provider 
Handbook is hereby incorporated by reference and made a part of this Agreement; however, in 
the event of any inconsistency or conflict between this Agreement and the Provider Handbook, 
the provisions of this Agreement shall prevail. The Provider Handbook will be made available to 
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the Provider prior to the execution of this Agreement either by hardcopy or at a referenced 
website. 

17. Quality Management t"OM"l and Utilization Review and Management 
f'UM"I Programs - means the administrative and operational procedures established and 
administered by V AFSC and defined in the Provider Handbook. 

18. Referral - means the process of arranging for the provision of a medically 
necessary Covered Service by a network provider as defined in the Provider Handbook. 

19. Urgent Care Services - means Covered Services that must be promptly delivered 
to prevent the deterioration of the health as a result of unforeseen illness or injury. 

1.3 Statement of Work 

1.3.1 Relationship of Parties 

FAR 52231-1 Independent Contractor - Indemnification and Medical Liability Insurance 
(Jan 1997) 

(a) It is expressly agreed and understood that this is a nonpersonal services contract, as defined in 
Federal Acquisition Regulation (FAR) 37.101, under which the professional services rendered by 
the Provider are rendered in its capacity as an independent contractor. The Government may 
evaluate the quality of professional and administrative services provided, but retains no control 
over professional aspects of the services rendered, including by example, the Provider's 
professional medical judgment, diagnosis, or specific medical treatments. The Provider shall be 
solely liable for and expressly agrees to indemnify the Government with respect to any liability 
producing acts or omissions by it or by its employees or agents. The Provider shall maintain 
during the term of this contract liability insurance issued by a responsible insurance carrier of not 
less than $1 ,000,000 per specialty per occurrence, or the minimum amounts per specialty per 
occurrence required by the State in which the services are to be provided. 

(b) The Provider, upon request by the Contracting Officer, shall furnish prior to execution of this 
Agreement evidence of its insurability concerning the medical liability insurance required by 
paragraph (a) of this clause. 

(c) Liability insurance may be on either an occurrences basis or on a claims-made basis. If the 
policy is on a claims-made basis, an extended reporting endorsement (tail) for a period of not 
less than 3 years after the end of the contract term must also be provided. 

(d) Evidence of insurance documenting the required coverage for each health care provider who 
will perform under this contract shall be provided to the Contracting Officer prior to the 
commencement of services under this contract. If the insurance is on a claims-made basis and 
evidence of an extended reporting endorsement is not provided prior to the commencement of 
services, evidence of such endorsement shall be provided to the Contracting Officer prior to the 
expiration of this contract. Final payment under this contract shall be withheld until evidence of 
the extended reporting endorsement is provided to the Contracting Officer. 
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(e) The policies evidencing requited insurance shall also contain an endorsement to the effect 
that any cancellation or material change adversely affecting the Government's interest shall not 
be effective until 30 days after the insurer or the Provider gives written notice to the Contracting 
Officer. If, during the performance period of the contract the Provider changes insurance 
providers, the Provider must provide evidence that the Government will be indemnified to the 
limits specified in paragraph (a) of this clause, for the entire period of the contract, either under 
the new policy, or a combination of old and new policies. 

(f) The Provider shall insert the substance of this clause, including this paragraph (f), in all 
subcontracts under this contract for health care services and shall require such subcontractors to 
provide evidence of and maintain insurance in accordance with paragraph (a) of this clause. At 
least 5 days before the commencement of work by any subcontractor, the Provider shall furnish 
to the Contracting Officer evidence of such insurance. 

13.2 Parties Obligations 

The Parties understand that the Provider is not obligated to accept orders, nor is the Government 
obligated to place orders under this Agreement. The Parties are entering into this Agreement 
because the Government anticipates that the services of the Provider will be required, and the 
Provider anticipates that it will have the ability to provide those services in accordance with this 
Agreement. 

133.1 VAFSC Obligations - VAFSC shall perform all administrative, accounting, 
enrollment, medical management and marketing functions necessary, convenient or appropriate 
for the administration of this Agreement VAFSC will provide and Provider will adhere to, and 
implement the required and approved administrative and operational procedures necessary to 
effect the provisions of this Agreement. These procedures for the delivery of the contracted 
health care services to Members will be provided in a Provider Handbook. The Provider 
Handbook will cover such topics as the identification of the primary point of contacts, patient 
identification procedures, referrals, appointments, quality and utilization management, claims 
submission and payment, translation services for Members not speaking English, and Detainee 
security procedures where necessary to carry out the requirements of this Agreement. 

133.2 Provider ObGgations 

1333.1 Scope of Services - Provider agrees to provide only Covered 
Services to Members that Provider is qualified to provide by virtue of Provider’s training and 
experience with the same standard of care, skill, and diligence customarily used by similar 
Providers, for which Provider is qualified by law or regulation to provide, has the capacity to 
provide and customarily provides and will perform in accordance with the standards established 
by the UM and QM Program as defined in the Provider Handbook. When Provider is 
unavailable, Provider shall arrange for the provision of Covered Services by another qualified 
Provider ("Covering Provider"). The Government shall not be responsible for any payment to 
the Covering Provider. Provider shall be responsible for payments to the Covering Provider. 
Further, Provider shall assure that Covering Provider understands and complies with all terms 
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and conditions of this Agreement. This Agreement does not establish any contractual 
relationship between the Government and the Covering Provider. 

1322 . 2 Standards - Provider represents and warrants that he or she is 
duly licensed and in good standing in the State(s) in which the services will be performed, agrees 
to maintain such licensure and standing and demonstrate to VAFSC upon request, throughout the 
term of this Agreement, evidence of medical licensure in each State where the services are to be 
provided, Federal and State controlled substances registration, medical staff membership and 
applicable clinical privileges at one of VAFSC network hospitals, if applicable, or a hospital 
accredited by the Joint Commission on Accreditation of Healthcare Organizations (''JCAHO") 
and/or the Federal Center for Medicare/Medicaid Services (CMS), required licensure or 
certification of all nurses or allied health professionals employed by or under contract with 
Provider, and required professional and general liability insurance. Provider agrees to cooperate 
with VAFSC credentialing process as defined in the Provider Handbook by providing the 
requested information concerning Provider’s education, training, residency programs, board 
status, references, malpractice liability insurance coverage, appropriate claims history, hospital 
staff privileges, and reappointment dates and other information that is necessary to the VAFSC 
credentialing process. Provider shall immediately notify the Contracting Officer and COR in 
writing of any suspension, revocation or the limitation of any of the aforementioned 
requirements, or of any adverse decision of any regulatory body, court, governmental agency, or 
hospital quality and utilization management body with respect to Provider or of any other 
situation which would materially affect Provider’s ability to carry out the obligations of this 
Agreement. Provider agrees to comply with any reasonable corrective action plan established by 
VAFSC related to the provision or failure to provide Provider services to Members. 

13223 The Quality Management ("QM") and Utilization Review and 
Management ("UM") Programs - Provider agrees to participate in and abide by all quality 
management and utilization review and management procedures established and administered by 
VAFSC as defined in the Provider Handbook. 

1.3.2.2.4 Medical Records - Upon the completion of a treatment event. 
Provider shall provide a written summary of the treatments) and/or procedure(s) provided to the 
Member (including Detainees) as defined in the Provider Handbook. Members’ medical records 
shall be provided and maintained in accordance with the standards defined in the Provider 
Handbook and consistent with the usual and customary practices including safeguarding of 
confidentiality under applicable State and Federal laws. Provider shall maintain all medical 
records relating to Members for the greater of five (5) years or the length of time Providers are 
required to maintain patient records under applicable State law. Provider shall assist VAFSC 
with the collection of data relating to Members who are provided services by Provider under this 
Agreement. Provider shall maintain and provide upon VAFSC request a complete copy of the 
Member’s medical records. Requested records shall be provided within 30 calendar days of 
request. 


1.3 223 Right to Inspect - Upon request by VAFSC or any cognizant State 

or Federal regulatory agency ot department, or private or public licensing and accreditation 
agency, and subject to all applicable laws and regulations governing the confidentiality of 
medical records, Provider shall provide access at all reasonable times for the purpose of 
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inspecting Provider’ s facilities and Members records relating to the performance of this 
Agreement. 


1-3. 2. 2. 6 Facilities - Provider shall provide facilities that are accessible to 

people with disabilities. 

1.3.2.2.7 Government Approval - Provider acknowledges that this 

Agreement is subject to Government approval and the availability of funds. VAFSC shall have 
no liability to Provider unless the necessary approvals and authorizations are obtained in 
accordance with the Provider Handbook. Provider agrees that VAFSC may provide this 
Agreement, and each schedule or list of rates paid or to be paid under this Agreement, to any 
cognizant State or Federal agency. 

1.3 J.2.8 Ordering of Services - An order for the Covered Services of the 

Provider is deemed to be issued under this Agreement when a request for Covered Services is 
made in accordance with the Provider Handbook. An order is considered accepted by the 
Provider when the Provider begins the process of rendering those services. The Provider 
understands and agrees that this Agreement obligates no funds and that only an order for services 
as described herein carries with it a funds obligation. 

1-3 .2.2.9 Provider Practice Information - When executing this Agreement 

the Provider shall submit provider practice information by fully completing Addendum D. 

1.3 _3 Detainee Security 

This Section 1.3.3 shall apply to Detainees of the Federal Customer Program (s) listed in 
Addendum C. At all times, Detainee security shall be the responsibility of the appropriate 
Division or element of the cited Federal Customer Program. To ensure that clear security 
procedures for the Detainees are in place while they are undergoing treatment by the Provider, 
the appropriate Division or element of the applicable Federal Customer Program will develop 
appropriate operational security procedures. Provider hereby acknowledges and will be 
responsive to those security requirements for all Detainees and will provide recommendations 
and advice about the Provider’s place of business to these Federal representatives to assist in 
their security procedures. 

1.3.4 Period of Performance 

The ordering period of this Agreement is 5 years from the effective date. The effective date shall 
be the date that the Agreement is signed by the Contracting Officer. 

1.3.5 Termination 

1.3.5. 1 FAR 52-2124(1) Termination for the Government's Convenience. The 
Government reserves the right to terminate this Agreement, or any part hereof, for its sole 
convenience. In the event of such termination, the Provider shall immediately stop all work 
hereunder and shall immediately cause any and all of its suppliers and subcontractors to cease 
work. Subject to the terms of this Agreement, the Provider shall be paid a percentage of the 
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contract price reflecting the percentage of the work performed prior to the notice of termination, 
plus reasonable charges the Provider can demonstrate to the satisfaction of the Government using 
its standard record keeping system, have resulted from the termination. The Provider shall not 
be required to comply with the cost accounting standards or contract cost principles for this 
purpose. This paragraph does not give the Government any right to audit the Provider's records. 
The Provider shall not be paid for any work performed or costs incurred which reasonably could 
have been avoided. 

1.3.5.2 FAR 52.212-4 (m) Termination for Cause. The Government may 
terminate this Agreement, or any part hereof, for cause in the event of any default by the 
Provider, or if the Provider fails to comply with any Agreement terms and conditions, or fails to 
provide the Government, upon request, with adequate assurances of future performance. In the 
event of termination for cause, the Government shall not be liable to the Provider for any amount 
for supplies or services not accepted, and the Provider shall be liable to the Government for any 
and all rights and remedies provided by law. If it is determined that the Government improperly 
terminated this Agreement for default, such termination shall be deemed a termination for 
convenience. 


Page 8 of 14 




850 


Healthcare Services in Support of VAFSC 
and Its Customers 


13.6 Claims Submission 

Payment to Provider will be made only for Covered Services. Provider shall submit claims for 
payment following the customer program-specific procedures established in Addendum “A.” 
Provider agrees to accept as payment-in-full the payment rates set forth in this Agreement in 
Addendum B. 

13.7 FAR 52312-4 (d) Disputes 

This Agreement is subject to the Contract Disputes Act of 1978, as amended (41 U.S.C. 601- 
613). Failure of the parties to this Agreement to reach agreement on any request for equitable 
adjustment, claim, appeal or action arising under or relating to this Agreement shall be a dispute 
to be resolved in accordance with the clause at FAR 52.233-1, Disputes, which is incorporated 
herein by reference. The Provider shall proceed diligently with performance, pending final 
resolution of any dispute arising under the Agreement 

13.8 Marketing and Advertising Material 

1.3.8. 1 Any material in whatever form for external publication or distribution 
which refers to this Agreement (including, but not limited to, media releases, photographs, 
brochures and posters) must be approved, in advance, by the Contracting Officer. 

1.3.8.2 Notwithstanding the foregoing, it is agreed that VAFSC may include the 
Provider’s name in VAFSC marketing materials and on VAFSC’s Roster of Participating 
Providers. 

13.9 General Provisions 

1 .3 .9. 1 Except as specifically permitted herein. Provider may not assign this 
Agreement without the express written consent of the Contracting Officer. 

1.3.9 .2 The Parties agree that this is not an exclusive arrangement. The Provider 
shall retain Provider’s full right and ability to establish, contract or otherwise associate with any 
other prepaid health services plan, insurer, third-party pay or other entity without being deemed 
in breach of this Agreement provided that any such contract or other arrangement shall not 
interfere with or prevent Provider from fulfilling Provider’s obligations under this Agreement. 
VAFSC shall retain its full right and ability to establish, contract or otherwise associate with any 
other physician or other provider of health care services provided that any such contract or other 
arrangement shall not interfere with or prevent V AFSC from fulfilling its obligations under this 
Agreement. 

1 .3 .9.3 This Agreement may be modified at any time by the mutual consent of the 
Contracting Officer and Provider. Any such modification shall be in writing and shall be 
effective when signed by both parties. 
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^ORA BEHAVIORAL 520 469 8708 


No, 9369 P_ 22/002 


HcaMicera Savtoel in Support of VAFSC 
and hi Cuswmas 


1. 3.9.4 The Government retains the right to modify this Agreement as necessary 

to comply with a change fat Stats or Federal law at regulations. The Contrasting Officer will 
notify the Provider in writing of such mandated modifications. VAFSC may terminate thi! 
Agreement immediately if Provider objects to modifications required by law. 


13.9.S Any notiee required cr permitted to be given in writing pursuant to the 

terms end provisions hereof shall be deemed to have bees properly gives if sent by electronic 
mail (email) or facsimile tnmsmissioo (fax), where the sending party receives a written 
confirmation directly from the required receiving party (an automated return receipt generated by 
an email or automated confirmation generated by a fax system is adequate and will bo deemed 
confirmation); or by certified avail addressed to each party. 


To Provider. 


Sam'dehASytoi fa ith 


To VAFSC: ' 

Departmentof Veterans AHairs/Finaneial Services Center 
Attention: Director, Provider Netwnric Development 
1220 L St, N.W„ Suite 500 
Washington, D.C. 20005 


1 .3.9.6 lathe event any paragraph, eoction, portion or provision of this Agreement 
is determined to bo null and void by any court of law, the rut of the Agreement shall remain in 
full force end Offset unless olther party submits written ejection to tin: other party within thirty 
days of the decision of the court 


1. 3.9.7 This Agreement shall be governed by the laws and regulations uf the 
United States Federal Qovemmcnt Ail disputes between the parties shall be governed by the 
Disputes Clause as described in Section 13.7. 

1 .3.9.8 In the event of eny conflict or inconsistency between any provisions of 
this Agreement and the provisions of any Addenda or documents incorporated by reference 
hereto, tiro provisions of this Agreement shall govern, [a the event of any conflict or 
inconsistency between the provisions of this Agreement, any Addenda or documents 
incorporated by reference hereto and the FAR, the FAR shall govern. 

1.3.9.9 No waiver, express or Implied, of the broach of any provision hereof shall 
be deemed a waiver of eny otter provision or of any subsequent breach. 

13.9.10 Nothing in this Agreement, whether expressed or implied, is intended to 
eonfar any rights or remedies under or by reason of fail Agreement on any persons other that the 
Parties to it. Nothing in this Agreement shall relieve the liability of any third person to any party 
to this Agreement No provision shall give any third person any right of subrogation or action 
against any Party to this Agreement 
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FACSIMILE 


Date: November 28,2005 

To: Sylvia Thomas 

Agency: Department of Veterans Affairs 

Fax#; 5124605117 Phone#: 5124605350F 

From: Frank Petroni, Ph, D. 

No. of Pages (Including Cover Sheet) 2 


COMMENTS: 

Enclosed is the information yon requested. Let me know if 
there Is anything else you need. 

Thunk you 

Frank Petroni 


The information contained In this facsimile may he confidential and/or 
highly privileged information intended for the nae of the individual or entt 
named 

aboveonly. H the reader of this message la not the intended recipient, you 
are hereby notified that any copying, dissemination or distribution of 

or prMeged information la atricHy prohibited. If yuu have received this 
communication In error, please notify tu immediately by telephone and 
arrange for the return of the facsimile to us at the address noted. Thank 
you. 


Phone: (520) 469-8700 
Fax: (520) 4169-8708 

6050 N Corona Rd 
Tucson, AZ 85704 
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1 1/28/2005 08:42 FAX 000! 



********************* 


*** 

TX REPORT *** 


********************* 

TRANSMISSION OK 

TX/RX NO 


1034 

RECIPIENT ADDRESS 
DESTINATION ID 


85204699708 

ST. TIME 


11/20 08:41 

TIME USE 


00 ’30 

PAGES SENT 


2 

RESULT 


OK 


VA Austin Office, Acquisition Operation Services 

Office of Acquisition and Materiel Management 

1615 Woodward Street 

Austin TX 70772 

{512)4«W35(l/Phone 

(512) 460-51 17/Fax 

Sylvia.Thomaa®mail,va.gov 



hk Karen Wiese 
Frank Petroni 
Fu, 520-469-8708 

mum 520469-8700 

Preferred Provider Network 
Packet - Incomplete Page 10 

PLEASE COMPLETE AND 
RETURN 


Department of 
Veterans Affairs 


From Sylvia 111011135 , DRA Contractor 

P afloat 2 

Me Monday, November 28, 2005 
cm Mary Craig 

d Pious Reply □ plome Rocyolo 


0 Urflent □ For Povtow 0 Ptoaoo Cornmont 


Dear Ms. Wiese / Mr. Petroni, 

I am processing your Preferred Provider Network paperwork, and noticed that on 
page 10, under section 13.9.5, you did not write in your provider name and address. 
Please fill in this area, and fax back to me at 512-460-5117. 

Thank you, 
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1 .3.9.4 The Government re tains the right to modify this Agreement as necessary 
to comply with a change in State or Federal law or regulations. The Contracting Officer will 
notify the Provider in writing of such mandated modifications. VAFSC may terminate this 
Agreement immediately if Provider objects to modifications required by law. 

1 .3.9.5 Any notice required or permitted to be given in writing pursuant to the 
terms and provisions hereof shall be deemed to have been properly given if sent by electronic 
mail (email) or facsimile transmission (fax), where the sending party receives a written 
confirmation directly from the required receiving party (an automated return receipt generated by 
an email or automated confirmation generated by a fax system is adequate and will be deemed 
confirmation); or by certified mail addressed to each party. 

To Provider: 


To VAFSC: 

Department of Veterans Affairs/Financial Services Center 
Attention: Director, Provider Network Development 
1220 L St., N.W., Suite 500 
Washington, D.C. 20005 

1 .3.9.6 In the event any paragraph, section, portion or provision of this Agreement 
is determined to be null and void by any court of law, the rest of the Agreement shall remain in 
full force and effect, unless either party submits written objection to the other party within thirty 
days of the decision of the court. 

1. 3.9.7 This Agreement shall be governed by the laws and regulations of the 
United States Federal Government. All disputes between the parties shall he governed by the 
Disputes Clause as described in Section 1.3.7. 

1 .3.9.8 In the event of any conflict or inconsistency between any provisions of 
this Agreement and the provisions of any Addenda or documents incorporated by reference 
hereto, the provisions of this Agreement shall govern. In the event of any conflict or 
inconsistency between the provisions of this Agreement, any Addenda or documents 
incorporated by reference hereto and the FAR, the FAR shall govern. 

1.3. 9.9 No waiver, express or implied, of the breach of any provision hereof shall 
be deemed a waiver of any other provision or of any subsequent breach. 

1 .3.9. 1 0 Nothing in this Agreement, whether expressed or implied, is intended to 
confer any rights or remedies under or by reason of this Agreement on any persons other that the 
Parties to it. Nothing in this Agreement shall relieve the liability of any third person to any party 
to this Agreement. No provision shall give any third person any right of subrogation or action 
against any Party to this Agreement. 
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1.3.9.11 This Agreement constitutes the entire Agreement between the Parties, and 
as of the effective date hereof supersedes all other Agreements and understandings between the 
parties with respect to the subject matter hereof. 

1.3.9.12 Notwithstanding any other provision of this Agreement, upon written 
notice to the other Party, either Party may be excused from fulfilling its obligations under this 
Agreement, if prevented from doing so by any act of nature, fire, explosion, accident, war, labor 
dispute, civil commotion, government action (whether legal or not) or any occurrence or cause 
which is beyond such Party’s control. 

1.3.9.13 Each Party recognizes the unique and valuable nature of, and agrees to 
maintain confidential, the confidential information marked as such, or known to the receiving 
party to be confidential or proprietary, of VAFSC, Provider and other Providers that shall 
include, without limitation, this Agreement; eligibility lists and any other information containing 
the names, addresses and telephone numbers of Members that have been compiled by VAFSC or 
Provider; administrative and operating procedures and manuals, including those pertinent to the 
UM Program; the financial arrangements among VAFSC, Provider, or other Providers; and any 
other information of VAFSC, or Provider that is identified as proprietary. Upon the effective 
date of termination of this Agreement, either Party shall promptly return to the other the 
confidential and proprietary information in their possession, without retaining any copies. 
Notwithstanding the foregoing, nothing in this section or any other provision of this Agreement 
shall penalize Provider for discussing medically necessary or appropriate care with, or on behalf 
of, any Member who is the Provider’s patient. VAFSC may use the Provider’s name, address 
and telephone number in promotional and other marketing materials, including Provider 
directories. 

1.3.9.14 Provider agrees to accommodate and accept Members as patients on the 
same basis as other patients served by Provider. When Provider’s practice reaches its capacity, 
Provider shall immediately notify the Contracting Officer’s Representative (COR) listed in 
Section 2 below. In addition to complying with the FAR 52.222-26, "Equal Opportunity" clause 
incorporated by Section 2.3.2 of this Agreement, Provider agrees not to discriminate against any 
Member nor impose any limitation on the care and treatment of a Member on the basis of age, 
race, color, national origin, sex, religion, health status or frequency of utilization of Covered 
Services. 

1.3.9.15 Provider shall provide to COR at least thirty (30) days prior written notice 
of any changes in Provider’s office locations, addressees, hours of operations, telephone numbers 
and other relevant information relating to Provider’s operations. 

2.0 OTHER APPLICABLE FAR PROVISIONS 

2.1 FAR 52.21 2-4 Contract Terms and Conditions-Commercial Items (Feb 2002) is incorporated by 
reference. The provisions of this clause are available at w ww.amet.gov . 

2.2 FAR 52.212-5 Contract Terms and Conditions Required to Implement Statutes or Executive 
Orders- Commercial Items (June 2003). 
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(a) The Provider shall comply with the following Federal Acquisition Regulation (FAR) clause, 
which is incorporated in this contract by reference, to implement provisions of law or Executive 
orders applicable to acquisitions of commercial items: S2.233-3, Protest after Award (Aug 1 996) 
(31 U.S.C. 3553). 

(b) The Provider shall comply with the FAR clauses in this paragraph (b) that the Contracting 
Officer has indicated as being incorporated in this contract by reference to implement provisions 
of law or Executive orders applicable to acquisitions of commercial items: None Applicable. 

(c) The Provider shall comply with the FAR clauses in this paragraph (c), applicable to 
commercial services, that the Contracting Officer has indicated as being incorporated in this 
contract by reference to implement provisions of law or Executive orders applicable to 
acquisitions of commercial Hems: None Applicable. 

(d) Comptroller General Examination of Record. The Provider shall comply with the provisions 
of this paragraph (d) if this contract was awarded using other than sealed bid, is in excess of the 
simplified acquisition threshold, and does not contain the clause at 52.215-2, Audit and Records- 
Negotiation. 

(1) The Comptroller General of the United States, or an authorized representative of the 
Comptroller General, shall have access to and right to examine any of the Provider's directly 
pertinent records involving transactions related to this contract. 

(2) The Provider shall make available at its offices at all reasonable times the records, materials, 
and other evidence for examination, audit, or reproduction, until 3 years after final payment under 
this contract or for any shorter period specified in FAR Subpart 4.7, Provider Records Retention, 
of the other clauses of this contract. If this contract is completely or partially terminated, the 
records relating to the work terminated shall be made available for 3 years after any resulting 
final termination settlement. Records relating to appeals under the disputes clause or to litigation 
or the settlement of claims arising under or relating to this contract shall be made available until 
such appeals, litigation, or claims are finally resolved. 

(3) As used in this clause, records include books, documents, accounting procedures and 
practices, and other data, regardless of type and regardless of form. This does not require the 
Provider to create or maintain any record that the Provider does not maintain in the ordinary 
course of business or pursuant to a provision of law. 

(eXl) Notwithstanding the requirements of the clauses in paragraphs (a), (b), (c), and (d) of this 
clause, the Provider is not required to flow down any FAR clause, other than those in paragraphs 

(i) through (vi) of this paragraph in a subcontract for commercial items. Unless otherwise 
indicated below, the extent of the flow down shall be as required by the clause- 

(1) 52.219-8, Utilization of Small Business Concerns (Oct 2000) (15 U.S.C. 637(dX2) and (3)), in 
all subcontracts that offer further subcontracting opportunities. If the subcontract (except 
subcontracts to small business concerns) exceeds $500,000 ($ 1 ,000,000 for construction of any 
public facility), the subcontractor must include 52.2 1 9-8 in lower tier subcontracts that offer 
Subcontracting opportunities. 

(ii) 52.222-26, Equal Opportunity (Apr 2002) (E.O. 1 1246). 

(iii) 52.222-35, Equal Opportunity for Special Disabled Veterans, Veterans of the Vietnam Era, 
and Other Eligible Veterans (Dec 2001) (38 U.S.C. 4212). 

(iv) 52.222-36, Affirmative Action for Workers with Disabilities (June 1998) (29 U.S.C. 793). 

(v) 52.222-41, Service Contract Act of 1965, as Amended (May 1989), flow down required for all 
subcontracts subject to the Service Contract Act of 1965 (41 U.S.C. 351, etseq.). 

(vi) 52.247-64, Preference for Privately Owned U.S.-Flag Commercial Vessels (Apr 2003) (46 
U.S.C. Appx 1241 and 10 U.S.C. 2631). Flow down required in accordance with paragraph (d) of 
FAR clause 52.247-64. 

(2) While not required, the Provider may include in its subcontracts for commercial items a 
minimal number of additional clauses necessary to satisfy its contractual obligations. 

(End of clause) 
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3.0 ADDITIONAL TERMS AND CONDITIONS 

Notwithstanding any other provisions of this Agreement, a Provider may also mean an entity that 
does not render health care services but instead arranges for those services with other individuals 
or entities; in such case, the individual who actually renders the health care services in 
accordance with the terms and conditions of this Agreement will be a subcontractor of the 
Provider. If the Provider is such an entity, it will invoice for any services rendered and will 
ensure that all terms and conditions of this Agreement governing Providers except those relating 
to claims submission and payment will be binding and enforced with respect to the individual or 
entity with whom/which it makes an arrangement for provision of health care services under this 
Agreement. 
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Contracting Officer’s Representative (COR). 

The COR for this Agreement is Geoff Feldesman. Mr. Feldesman may be reached at: 

Address: Chief, Managed Care Operations 

Division of Immigration Health Services 
1220 L St., NW, Suite 500 
Washington, D.C. 20005 

Phone: 202.732.0090 

Email: geoff.feldesman@dhs.gov 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the Parties, by individuals who are duly authorized to legally bind 
the respective Party have executed this Agreement and it is effective on the date set forth below. 


Department of Veterans Affairs 



Mary C. Craig 

Typed or Printed Name 


Contracting Officer 
Title 

Date 



Karen Wiese, 

Typed or Printed Name 


Chief Executive Officer 
Title 

Date / / 
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Addendum A 

Claims Submission Procedures 

For the Division of Immigration Health Services customer, Provider shall submit claims to: 

Immigration Health Services 

1220 L St., NW 
PMB 468 

Washington, DC 20005-4018 
Fax: (202) 318-0080 

All Provider claims for Covered Services that are provided to Detainees under this Agreement 
shall be submitted on a CMS-1500 form or a CMS-1450/UB92 form or an ADA Dental Claim 
Form within ninety (90) days from the date of service. A completed and approved Treatment 
Authorization Request (TAR) form as defined in the Provider Handbook must accompany the 
appropriate claim form. 

VAFSC or designee will review, price and adjudicate the claim, prepare an Explanation of 
Benefits form and return the claim with any payment to the Provider. Provider may appeal any 
claim determination to VAFSC or designee within 1 80 days after the claim has been paid or 
rejected. The appeals process will follow the procedures provided in the Provider Handbook. 
Claims submitted exceeding one year from date of service shall not be processed for payment. 
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Addendum B 

INITIAL DESIGNATED AUTHORITY AND NETWORK PROVIDER PAYMENT 

AMOUNTS 

VAFSC is currently contracting for services to be provided to Members under the following 
Program(s): 

The Division of Immigration Health Services 

Compensation* for professional and technical services provided by Provider to Members of the 
aforementioned Program shall be at a daily rate of: 

$750 per diem 


Other Federal Customer Program patient populations may be added to this Agreement through a 
mutually agreed upon (bilateral) modification. 


♦FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 
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Addendum C 
DETAINEE SECURITY 

For Detainees associated with the following customer program(s): 

1 . The Division of Immigration Health Services 

Section 1.3.3 of this Agreement (“Detainee Security”) shall apply. 
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Addendum D 

Provider Practice Information 

Provider shall attach all providers' name(s) and practice addresses incorporated under this 
Agreement. The practice address information will contain: 

Practice Name Sonora Behavioral Health Hospital 

Practice Provider's Name (s) Sonora Behavioral Health Hospital 

Practice Provider's Specialty (ies) Psychiatric Hospital 

Practice Address (es) 6050 N Corona, Tucson, AZ 85704 

Practice Phone Number (s) 520 469 8700 

Practice Fax Number (s) 520 469 8708 

Practice Hours of Operation 24/7 

Practice Tax Identification (s) 86 0953457 

Practice Billing Address (es) 6050 N Corona, Tucson, AZ 85704 

Practice Languages Spoken English/Spanish 

Practice Contact Frank Petroni, Ph.D. 

Practice Website sonorabehavioralhealth.com 

Practice Correspondence Email fpetroni@sonorabehavioralhealth.com 
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ACQRD„ CERTIFICATE OF LIABILITY INSURANCE 


PRODUCER 

MBOLEY ASSOCIATES INC. 
PO Box 206 
Cedar Grove, Mil 07009 
) 973-239-9107 


nitM.r-* i "JWWW 

9/1/2005 


THIS CERTIFICATE IS ISSUED AS A MATTER OF INFORMATION 
ONLY AND CONFERS NO RIGHTS UPON THE CERTIFICATE 
HOLDER. THIS CERTIFICATE DOES NOT AMEND, EXTEND OR 
ALTER THE COVERAGE AFFORDED BY THE POLICIES B 


INSURERS AFFORDING COVERAGE 



THE POLICIES OF INSURANCE U5TFO BELOW HAVE BEEN ISSUED TO THE INSURED NAMED ABOVE FOR THE POLICY PERIOD INDICATED. NOTWITHSTANDING 
ANY REQUIREMENT. TERM OR CONDITION OF ANY CONTRACT OR OTHER DOCUMENT WITH RESPECT TO WHICH THIS CERTIFICATE MAY BE ISSUEO OR 
MAY PERTAIN. THE INSURANCE AFFORDED BY THE POLICIES DESCRIBED HEREIN IS SUBJECT TO ALL THE TERMS, EXCLUSIONS AND CONDITIONS OF SUCH 
POLICIES. AGGREGATE LIMITS SHOWN MAY HAVE BEEN REDUCED BY PAID CLAWS. 



EVIDENCE OF INSURANCE 


WOULO ANY OF THE ABOVE DE8CWBBD POUCH BE CANCELLED BEFORE THE EXPtRATlOA 
□ATE ■msiEOF, THE ISBUMB INSURER WILL SNDEAWH TO MAI L 3 0 DAYS WRITTEN 
NOTICE TD THE CEHTF1CATC HOLDER NAMED TO THE LEFT, BUT FMLURE TO 00 80 SHALL 
IMPOSE NO DatGATON SB LIABILITY OF ANY KINO UTON THE INSURER. ITS AOENT8 OR 




















864 











865 


Healthcare Services in Support of VAFSC 
and Its Customers 


1.0 Background 

The Department of Veterans Affairs, Financial Services Center (VAFSC), provides the services 
of claims processing and Preferred Provider Network (PPN) development and administration on 
behalf of other Federal agencies. Establishment of a PPN on behalf of these agencies supports 
their respective missions to provide healthcare services: 

1.1 Objective 

Creation of a PPN through establishment of advance agreements whereby the contractor, 
hereinafter referred to as "Provider," agrees to provide healthcare services to "Members,” 
including Detainees (as defined in 1 .2 below) in accordance with the terms of this Agreement. 

1.2 Definitions 

For the purposes of this Agreement, the following terms shall have the meanings set forth below: 

1. Agreement - this Blanket Purchase Agreement for health care services. 

2. Authorization - means prior approval provided by VAFSC through the 
Utilization Review and Management (UM) Program for a Provider to render Covered Services. 

3. Contracting Officer - a Federal employee with specific authority to commit the 
Government. The Contracting Officer is the only person authorized to sign or authorize changes 
to this Agreement. 

4. Contracting Officer’s Representative (COR) - an individual delegated specific 
authority to act on behalf of the Contracting Officer in such areas as negotiation of Provider fees, 
monitoring of Provider performance, and making recommendations to the Contracting Officer 
regarding changes to the Agreement. The COR has no authority to sign, effect changes to, 
terminate, or require additional services to be performed under this Agreement; all such actions 
must be effected by the Contracting Officer. 

5. Contractor - means “Provider.” 

6. Covered Services - means the medical and other health care services 
appropriately provided to a Member pursuant to prior authorization and defined in the Provider 
Handbook. 


7. Detainee - means a Member who is in custody and under the jurisdiction of the 
Department of Homeland Security (“DHS”), Immigration and Customs Enforcement (“ICE”), 
Customs and Border Protection (“CBP”), or any other Federal agency customer authorized to 
detain a Member. 

8. Emergency Services - means a covered service provided to a Member as a result 
of a sudden or unexpected medical or mental condition manifesting itself by acute symptoms of 
sufficient severity, including without limitation, severe pain or psychiatric disturbances such that 
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an average layperson could reasonably expect the absence of immediate medical attention to 
result in (i) placing the Member’s or another individual's health in serious jeopardy; (ii) serious 
impairment to bodily functions; or (iii) disfigurement or, serious dysfunction of a bodily organ or 
part. 


9 . FAR- Federal Acquisition Regulation - body of Federal regulations governing 
this Agreement The FAR may be viewed and downloaded at www.ametgov . 

10. Federal Customer Program - means a healthcare program of a Federal agency, 
where that agency has entered into a service agreement with VAFSC. Information specific to the 
Federal Customer Program(s) covered by this Agreement is listed in Addenda A, B, and C. 

1 1. Medical Record - those documents corresponding to medical or allied care, 
goods, or services furnished in any place of service. In order to qualify as a basis for 
reimbursement the medical records must be dated, signed or otherwise attested to, as appropriate 
to the media, and legible. 

12. Member - means any person, including Detainees, who is authorized to receive 
health care services. 

13. Provider - means a physician, hospital or other provider of health care services or 
supplies, duly licensed, credentialed and authorized to provide health care services for the 
diagnosis and/or treatment in individuals in the State in which the services are provided, is 
qualified by training, experience, law and regulation to provide, has the capacity and customarily 
provides and is admitted into the VAFSC Preferred Provider Network to provide medically 
necessary Covered Services. 

14. Parties - means the individuals or entities that execute this Agreement. 

15. Preferred Provider Network - means the VAFSC network of physicians, 
hospitals and other health care providers of services or supplies arranged and authorized to 
provide Covered Services. 

16. Provider Handbook - the document setting forth the rules, regulations, policies 
and procedures established by VAFSC for provision of Covered Services to Members; including 
procedures for Provider Utilization Review and Management Program; Quality Management 
Program; referrals by and to Participating Providers and other providers; claim/encounter form 
processing procedures; and other administrative requirements. There may be more than one 
Federal Customer Program serviced by the VAFSC under this Agreement. Therefore, there may 
be more than one Provider Handbook. If so, each Provider Handbook shall be unique and 
applicable only to that particular Federal Customer Program. Provider shall comply with the 
terms of the Provider Handbook applicable to each Federal Customer Program. The Provider 
Handbook is hereby incorporated by reference and made a part of this Agreement; however, in 
the event of any inconsistency or conflict between this Agreement and the Provider Handbook, 
the provisions of this Agreement shall prevail. The Provider Handbook will be made available to 
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the Provider prior to the execution of this Agreement either by hardcopy or at a referenced 
website. 

17. Quality Management ("OM") and Utilization Review and Management 
("UM") Programs - means the administrative and operational procedures established and 
administered by VAFSC and defined in the Provider Handbook. 

18. Referral - means the process of arranging for the provision of a medically 
necessary Covered Service by a network provider as defined in the Provider Handbook. 

19. Urgent Care Services - means Covered Services that must be promptly delivered 
to prevent the deterioration of the health as a result of unforeseen illness or injury. 

1 3 Statement of Work 

13.1 Relationship of Parties 

FAR 52.237-7 Independent Contractor - Indemnification and Medical Liability Insurance 
(Jan 1997) 

(a) It is expressly agreed and understood that this is a nonpersonal services contract, as defined in 
Federal Acquisition Regulation (FAR) 37.101, under which the professional services rendered by 
the Provider are rendered in its capacity as an independent contractor. The Government may 
evaluate the quality of professional and administrative services provided, but retains no control 
over professional aspects of the services rendered, including by example, the Provider's 
professional medical judgment, diagnosis, or specific medical treatments. The Provider shall be 
solely liable for and expressly agrees to indemnify fee Government with respect to any liability 
producing acts or omissions by it or by its employees or agents. The Provider shall maintain 
during the term of this contract liability insurance issued by a responsible insurance carrier of not 
less than $ 1 ,000,000 per specialty per occurrence, or the minimum amounts per specialty per 
occurrence required by the State in which the services are to be provided. 

(b) The Provider, upon request by the Contracting Officer, shall furnish prior to execution of this 
Agreement evidence of its insurability concerning the medical liability insurance required by 
paragraph (a) of this clause. 

(c) Liability insurance may be on either an occurrences basis or on a claims-made basis. If the 
policy is on a claims-made basis, an extended reporting endorsement (tail) for a period of not 
less than 3 years after the end of the contract term must also be provided. 

(d) Evidence of insurance documenting the required coverage for each health care provider who 
will perform under this contract shall be provided to the Contracting Officer prior to the 
commencement of services under this contract. If the insurance is on a claims-made basis and 
evidence of an extended reporting endorsement is not provided prior to the commencement of 
services, evidence of such endorsement shall be provided to fee Contracting Officer prior to the 
expiration of this contract. Final payment under this contract shall be withheld until evidence of 
fee extended reporting endorsement is provided to the Contracting Officer. 
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(e) The policies evidencing required insurance shall also contain an endorsement to the effect 
that any cancellation or material change adversely affecting the Government's interest shall not 
be effective until 30 days after the insurer or the Provider gives written notice to the Contracting 
Officer. If, during the performance period of the contract the Provider changes insurance 
providers, the Provider must provide evidence that the Government will be indemnified to the 
limits specified in paragraph (a) of this clause, for the entire period of the contract, either under 
the new policy, or a combination of old and new policies. 

(f) The Provider shall insert the substance of this clause, including this paragraph (f), in all 
subcontracts under this contract for health care services and shall require such subcontractors to 
provide evidence of and maintain insurance in accordance with paragraph (a) of this clause. At 
least 5 days before the commencement of work by any subcontractor, the Provider shall furnish 
to the Contracting Officer evidence of such insurance. 

1.3.2 Parties Obligations 

The Parties understand that the Provider is not obligated to accept orders, nor is the Government 
obligated to place orders under this Agreement. The Parties are entering into this Agreement 
because the Government anticipates that the services of the Provider will be required, and the 
Provider anticipates that it will have the ability to provide those services in accordance with this 
Agreement. 

1.3.2.1 VAFSC Obligations - VAFSC shall perform all administrative, accounting, 
enrollment, medical management and marketing functions necessary, convenient or appropriate 
for the administration of this Agreement. VAFSC will provide and Provider will adhere to, and 
implement, the required and approved administrative and operational procedures necessary to 
effect the provisions of this Agreement. These procedures for the delivery of the contracted 
health care services to Members will be provided in a Provider Handbook. The Provider 
Handbook will cover such topics as the identification of the primary point of contacts, patient 
identification procedures, referrals, appointments, quality and utilization management, claims 
submission and payment, translation services for Members not speaking English, and Detainee 
security procedures where necessary to carry out the requirements of this Agreement. 

1.3.2.2 Provider Obligations 

I.3.2.2. 1 Scope of Services - Provider agrees to provide only Covered 
Services to Members that Provider is qualified to provide by virtue of Provider’ straining and 
experience with the same standard of care, skill, and diligence customarily used by similar 
Providers, for which Provider is qualified by law or regulation to provide, has the capacity to 
provide and customarily provides and will perform in accordance with the standards established 
by the UM and QM Program as defined in the Provider Handbook. When Provider is 
unavailable, Provider shall arrange for the provision of Covered Services by another qualified 
Provider ("Covering Provider"). The Government shall not be responsible for any payment to 
the Covering Provider. Provider shall be responsible for payments to the Covering Provider. 
Further, Provider shall assure that Covering Provider understands and complies with all terms 
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and conditions of this Agreement This Agreement does not establish any contractual 
relationship between the Government and the Covering Provider. 

13 . 2.23 Standards - Provider represents and warrants that he or she is 
duly licensed and in good standing in the State(s) in which the services will be performed, agrees 
to maintain such licensure and standing and demonstrate to VAFSC upon request, throughout the 
term of this Agreement, evidence of medical licensure in each State where the services are to be 
provided, Federal and State controlled substances registration, medical staff membership and 
applicable clinical privileges at one of VAFSC network hospitals, if applicable, or a hospital 
accredited by the Joint Commission on Accreditation of Healthcare Organizations ("JCAHO") 
and/or the Federal Center for Medicare/Medicaid Services (CMS), required licensure or 
certification of all nurses or allied health professionals employed by or under contract with 
Provider, and required professional and general liability insurance. Provider agrees to cooperate 
with VAFSC credentialing process as defined in the Provider Handbook by providing the 
requested information concerning Provider’s education, training, residency programs, board 
status, references, malpractice liability insurance coverage, appropriate claims history, hospital 
staff privileges, and reappointment dates and other information that is necessary to the VAFSC 
credentialing process. Provider shall immediately notify the Contracting Officer and COR in 
writing of any suspension, revocation or the limitation of any of the aforementioned 
requirements, or of any adverse decision of any regulatory body, court, governmental agency, or 
hospital quality and utilization management body with respect to Provider or of any other 
situation which would materially affect Provider’s ability to carry out the obligations of this 
Agreement. Provider agrees to comply with any reasonable corrective action plan established by 
VAFSC related to the provision or failure to provide Provider services to Members. 

1.3 3.23 The Quality Management ("QM") and Utilization Review and 
Management ("UM") Programs - Provider agrees to participate in and abide by all quality 
management and utilization review and management procedures established and administered by 
VAFSC as defined in the Provider Handbook. 

1.3.2.2.4 Medical Records - Upon the completion of a treatment event. 
Provider shall provide a written summary of the treatment(s) and/or procedure(s) provided to the 
Member (including Detainees) as defined in the Provider Handbook. Members’ medical records 
shall be provided and maintained in accordance with the standards defined in the Provider 
Handbook and consistent with the usual and customary practices including safeguarding of 
confidentiality under applicable State and Federal laws. Provider shall maintain all medical 
records relating to Members for the greater of five (5) years or the length of time Providers are 
required to maintain patient records under applicable State law. Provider shall assist VAFSC 
with the collection of data relating to Members who are provided services by Provider under this 
Agreement. Provider shall maintain and provide upon VAFSC request a complete copy of the 
Member’s medical records. Requested records shall be provided within 30 calendar days of 
request. 

1.3.2.2.5 Right to Inspect - Upon request by VAFSC or any cognizant State 
or Federal regulatory agency or department, or private or public licensing and accreditation 
agency, and subject to all applicable laws and regulations governing the confidentiality of 
medical records, Provider shall provide access at all reasonable times for the purpose of 


Page 6 of 14 



870 


Healthcare Services in Support of VAFSC 
and Its Customers 


inspecting Provider’s facilities and Members records relating to the performance of this 
Agreement. 


1.3 .2.2.6 Facilities - Provider shall provide facilities that are accessible to 
people with disabilities. 

1.3.2.2.7 Government Approval - Provider acknowledges that this 
Agreement is subject to Government approval and the availability of funds. VAFSC shall have 
no liability to Provider unless the necessary approvals and authorizations are obtained in 
accordance with the Provider Handbook. Provider agrees that VAFSC may provide this 
Agreement, and each schedule or list of rates paid or to be paid under this Agreement, to any 
cognizant State or Federal agency. 

1.3.2.2.8 Ordering of Services - An order for the Covered Services of the 
Provider is deemed to be issued under this Agreement when a request for Covered Services is 
made in accordance with the Provider Handbook. An order is considered accepted by the 
Provider when the Provider begins the process of rendering those services. The Provider 
understands and agrees that this Agreement obligates no fonds and that only an order for services 
as described herein carries with it a funds obligation. 

1.3.2.2.9 Provider Practice Information - When executing this Agreement 
the Provider shall submit provider practice information by fully completing Addendum D. 

1.3.3 Detainee Security 

This Section 1.3.3 shall apply to Detainees of the Federal Customer Program(s) listed in 
Addendum C. At all times. Detainee security shall be the responsibility of the appropriate 
Division or element of the cited Federal Customer Program. To ensure that clear security 
procedures for the Detainees are in place while they are undergoing treatment by the Provider, 
the appropriate Division or element of the applicable Federal Customer Program will develop 
appropriate operational security procedures. Provider hereby acknowledges and will be 
responsive to those security requirements for all Detainees and will provide recommendations 
and advice about the Provider’s place of business to these Federal representatives to assist in 
their security procedures. 

1.3.4 Period of Performance 

The ordering period of this Agreement is 5 years from the effective date. The effective date shall 
be the date that the Agreement is signed by the Contracting Officer. 

1.3.5 Termination 

1. 3.5.1 FAR 52-212-4 (1) Termination for the Government's Convenience. The 
Government reserves the right to terminate this Agreement, or any part hereof, for its sole 
convenience. In the event of such termination, the Provider shall immediately stop all work 
hereunder and shall immediately cause any and all of its suppliers and subcontractors to cease 
work. Subject to the terms of this Agreement, the Provider shall be paid a percentage of the 
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contract price reflecting the percentage of the work performed prior to the notice of termination, 
plus reasonable charges the Provider can demonstrate to the satisfaction of the Government using 
its standard record keeping system, have resulted from the termination. The Provider shall not 
be required to comply with the cost accounting standards or contract cost principles for this 
purpose. This paragraph does not give the Government any right to audit the Provider's records. 
The Provider shall not be paid for any work performed or costs incurred which reasonably could 
have been avoided. 

1.3.5.2 FAR 52.212-4 (m) Termination for Cause. The Government may 
terminate this Agreement, or any part hereof, for cause in the event of any default by the 
Provider, or if the Provider fails to comply with any Agreement terms and conditions, or fails to 
provide the Government, upon request, with adequate assurances of future performance. In the 
event of termination for cause, the Government shall not be liable to the Provider for any amount 
for supplies or services not accepted, and the Provider shall be liable to the Government for any 
and all rights and remedies provided by law. If it is determined that the Government improperly 
terminated this Agreement for default, such termination shall be deemed a termination for 
convenience. 
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1.3.6 Claims Submission 

Payment to Provider will be made only for Covered Services. Provider shall submit claims for 
payment following the customer program-specific procedures established in Addendum “A.” 
Provider agrees to accept as payment-in-full the payment rates set forth in this Agreement in 
Addendum B. 

U. 7 FAR 52.212-4 (d) Disputes 

This Agreement is subject to the Contract Disputes Act of 1978, as amended (41 U.S.C. 60 1 - 
613). Failure of the parties to this Agreement to reach agreement on any request for equitable 
adjustment, claim, appeal or action arising under or relating to this Agreement shall be a dispute 
to be resolved in accordance with the clause at FAR 52.233-1, Disputes, which is incorporated 
herein by reference. The Provider shall proceed diligently with performance, pending final 
resolution of any dispute arising under the Agreement. 

1.3.8 Marketing and Advertising Material 

1 .3.8. 1 Any material in whatever fotm for external publication or distribution 
which refers to this Agreement (including, but not limited to, media releases, photographs, 
brochures and posters) must be approved, in advance, by the Contracting Officer. 

1 .3.8.2 Notwithstanding the foregoing, it is agreed that VAFSC may include the 
Provider’s name in VAFSC marketing materials and on VAFSC’s Roster of Participating 
Providers. 

1.3.9 General Provisions 

1 .3 .9. 1 Except as specifically permitted herein. Provider may not assign this 
Agreement without the express written consent of the Contracting Officer. 

1 .3 .9.2 The Parties agree that this is not an exclusive arrangement. The Provider 
shall retain Provider’s full right and ability to establish, contract or otherwise associate with any 
other prepaid health services plan, insurer, third-party pay or other entity without being deemed 
in breach of this Agreement provided that any such contract or other arrangement shall not 
interfere with or prevent Provider from fulfilling Provider’s obligations under this Agreement. 
VAFSC shall retain its full right and ability to establish, contract or otherwise associate with any 
other physician or other provider of health care services provided that any such contract or other 
arrangement shall not interfere with or prevent VAFSC from fulfilling its obligations under this 
Agreement. 

1 .3.9.3 This Agreement may be modified at any time by the mutual consent of the 
Contracting Officer and Provider. Any such modification shall be in writing and shall be 
effective when signed by both parties. 
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1 .3.9.4 The Government retains the right to modify this Agreement as necessary 
to comply with a change in State or Federal law or regulations. The Contracting Officer will 
notify die Provider in writing of such mandated modifications. VAFSC may terminate this 
Agreement immediately if Provider objects to modifications required by law. 

1 .3.9.5 Any notice required or permitted to be given in writing pursuant to the 
terms and provisions hereof shall be deemed to have been properly given if sent by electronic 
mail (email) or facsimile transmission (fax), where the sending party receives a written 
confirmation directly from the required receiving party (an automated return receipt generated by 
an email or automated confirmation generated by a fax system is adequate and will be deemed 
confirmation); or by certified mail addressed to each party. 

To Provider: 

CfiLUUS. CC S FtiiS/) 

3jLL ihA UjIl A 

(a 7 

To VAFSC: 

Department of Veterans Affaire/Financial Services Center 

Attention: Director, Provider Network Development 

1220 L St., N.W., Suite 500 

Washington, D.C. 20005 

1 .3.9.6 In the event any paragraph, section, portion or provision of this Agreement 
is determined to be null and void by any court of law, the rest of the Agreement shall remain in 
full force and effect, unless either party submits written objection to the other party within thirty 
days of the decision of the court. 

1 .3.9.7 This Agreement shall be governed by the laws and regulations of the 
United States Federal Government. All disputes between the parties shall be governed by the 
Disputes Clause as described in Section 1 .3.7. 

1 .3 .9.8 In the event of any conflict or inconsistency between any provisions of 
this Agreement and the provisions of any Addenda or documents incorporated by reference 
hereto, the provisions of this Agreement shall govern. In the event of any conflict or 
inconsistency between the provisions of this Agreement, any Addenda or documents 
incorporated by reference hereto and the FAR, the FAR shall govern. 

1 .3.9.9 No waiver, express or implied, of the breach of any provision hereof shall 
be deemed a waiver of any other provision or of any subsequent breach. 

1.3.9.10 Nothing in this Agreement, whether expressed or implied, is intended to 
confer any rights or remedies under or by reason of this Agreement on any persons other that the 
Parties to it. Nothing in this Agreement shall relieve the liability of any third person to any party 
to this Agreement. No provision shall give any third person any right of subrogation or action 
against any Party to this Agreement. 
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1.3.9.11 This Agreement constitutes the entire Agreement between the Parties, and 
as of the effective date hereof supersedes all other Agreements and understandings between the 
parties with respect to the subject matter hereof. 

1.3.9.12 Notwithstanding any other provision of this Agreement, upon written 
notice to the other Party, either Party may be excused from fulfilling its obligations under this 
Agreement, if prevented from doing so by any act of nature, fire, explosion, accident, war, labor 
dispute, civil commotion, government action (whether legal or not) or any occurrence or cause 
which is beyond such Party’s control. 

1 .3 .9. 1 3 Each Party recognizes the unique and valuable nature of, and agrees to 
maintain confidential, the confidential information marked as such, or known to the receiving 
party to be confidential or proprietary, of VAFSC, Provider and other Providers that shall 
include, without limitation, this Agreement; eligibility lists and any other information containing 
the names, addresses and telephone numbers of Members that have been compiled by VAFSC or 
Provider; administrative and operating procedures and manuals, including those pertinent to the 
UM Program; the financial arrangements among VAFSC, Provider, or other Providers; and any 
other information of VAFSC, or Provider that is identified as proprietary. Upon the effective 
date of termination of this Agreement, either Party shall promptly return to the other the 
confidential and proprietary information in their possession, without retaining any copies. 
Notwithstanding the foregoing, nothing in this section or any other provision of this Agreement 
shall penalize Provider for discussing medically necessary or appropriate care with, or on behalf 
of, any Member who is the Provider’s patient. VAFSC may use the Provider’s name, address 
and telephone number in promotional and other marketing materials, including Provider 
directories. 

1 .3 .9. 1 4 Provider agrees to accommodate and accept Members as patients on the 
same basis as other patients served by Provider. When Provider’s practice reaches its capacity, 
Provider shall immediately notify the Contracting Officer’s Representative (COR) listed in 
Section 2 below. In addition to complying with the FAR 52.222-26, "Equal Opportunity" clause 
incorporated by Section 2.3.2 of this Agreement, Provider agrees not to discriminate against any 
Member nor impose any limitation on the care and treatment of a Member on the basis of age, 
race, color, national origin, sex, religion, health status or frequency of utilization of Covered 
Services. 

1.3.9.15 Provider shall provide to COR at least thirty (30) days prior written notice 
of any changes in Provider’s office locations, addressees, hours of operations, telephone numbers 
and other relevant information relating to Provider’s operations. 

2.0 OTHER APPLICABLE FAR PROVISIONS 

2.1 FAR 52.212-4 Contract Terms and Conditions-Commercial Items (Feb 2002) is incorporated by 
reference. The provisions of this clause are available at www.amet.gov . 

2.2 FAR 52.212-5 Contract Terms and Conditions Required to Implement Statutes or Executive 
Orders- Commercial hems (June 2003). 
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(a) The Provider shall comply with the following Federal Acquisition Regulation (FAR) clause, 
which is incorporated in this contract by reference, to implement provisions of law or Executive 
orders applicable to acquisitions of commercial items: S2.233-3, Protest after Award (Aug 1996) 
(3 1 U.S.C. 3553). 

(b) The Provider shall comply with the FAR clauses in this paragraph (b) that the Contracting 
Officer has indicated as being incorporated in this contract by reference to implement provisions 
of law or Executive orders applicable to acquisitions of commercial items: None Applicable. 

(c) The Provider shall comply with the FAR clauses in this paragraph (c), applicable to 
commercial services, that the Contracting Officer has indicated as being incorporated in this 
contract by reference to implement provisions of law or Executive orders applicable to 
acquisitions of commercial items: None Applicable. 

(d) Comptroller General Examination of Record. The Provider shall comply with the provisions 
of this paragraph (d) if this contract was awarded using other than sealed bid, is in excess of the 
simplified acquisition threshold, and does not contain the clause at 52.2 1 5-2, Audit and Records- 
Negotiation. 

( 1 ) The Comptroller General of the United States, or an authorized representative of the 
Comptroller General, shall have access to and right to examine any of the Provider's directly 
pertinent records involving transactions related to this contract. 

(2) The Provider shall make available at its offices at all reasonable times the records, materials, 
and other evidence for examination, audit, or reproduction, until 3 years after final payment under 
this contract or for any shorter period specified in FAR Subpart 4.7, Provider Records Retention, 
of the other clauses of this contract. If this contract is completely or partially terminated, the 
records relating to the work terminated shall be made available for 3 years after any resulting 
final termination settlement. Records relating to appeals under the disputes clause or to litigation 
or the settlement of claims arising under or relating to this contract shall be made available until 
such appeals, litigation, or claims are finally resolved. 

(3) As used in this clause, records include books, documents, accounting procedures and 
practices, and other data, regardless of type and regardless of form. This does not require the 
Provider to create or maintain any record that the Provider does not maintain in the ordinary 
course of business or pursuant to a provision of law. 

(eXl) Notwithstanding the requirements of the clauses in paragraphs (a), (b), (c), and (d) of this 
clause, the Provider is not required to flow down any FAR clause, other than those in paragraphs 

(i) through (vi) of this paragraph in a subcontract for commercial items. Unless otherwise 
indicated below, the extent of the flow down shall be as required by the clause- 

(1) 52.219-8, Utilization of Small Business Concerns (Oct 2000) (15 U.S.C, 637(dX2) and (3)), in 
ail subcontracts that offer further subcontracting opportunities. If the subcontract (except 
subcontracts to small business concerns) exceeds $500,000 ($1,000,000 for construction of any 
public facility), the subcontractor must include 52.2 1 9-8 in lower tier subcontracts that offer 
subcontracting opportunities. 

(ii) 52.222-26, Equal Opportunity (Apr 2002) (E.O. 11246). 

(iii) 52.222-35, Equal Opportunity for Special Disabled Veterans, Veterans of the Vietnam Era, 
and Other Eligible Veterans (Dec 2001) (38 U.S.C. 4212). 

(iv) 52.222-36, Affirmative Action for Workers with Disabilities (June 1998) (29 U.S.C. 793). 

(v) 52.222-41, Service Contract Act of 1965, as Amended (May 1989), flow down required for all 
subcontracts subject to the Service Contract Act of 1965 (41 U.S.C. 351, etseq.). 

(vi) 52.247-64, Preference for Privately Owned U.S.-Flag Commercial Vessels (Apr 2003) (46 
U.S.C. Appx 1241 and 10 U.S.C. 2631). Flow down required in accordance with paragraph (d) of 
FAR clause 52.247-64. 

(2) While not required, the Provider may include in its subcontracts for commercial items a 
minimal number of additional clauses necessary to satisfy its contractual obligations. 

(End of clause) 
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3.0 ADDITIONAL TERMS AND CONDITIONS 

Notwithstanding any other provisions of this Agreement, a Provider may also mean an entity that 
does not render health care services but instead arranges for those services with other individuals 
or entities; in such case, the individual who actually renders the health care services in 
accordance with the terms and conditions of this Agreement will be a subcontractor of the 
Provider. If the Provider is such an entity, it will invoice for any services rendered and will 
ensure that all terms and conditions of this Agreement governing Providers except those relating 
to claims submission and payment will be binding and enforced with respect to the individual or 
entity with whom/which it makes an arrangement for provision of health care services under this 
Agreement. 
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Contracting Officer’s Representative (COR), 

The COR for this Agreement is James N. Lee. Mr. Lee may be reached at: 

Address: Immigration Health Services 

1220 L St., NW, Suite 500 
Washington, D.C. 20005 

Phone: 202.732.0100 


IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the Parties, by individuals who are duly authorized to legally bind 
the respective Party have executed this Agreement and it is effective on the date set forth below. 


Department of Veterans Affairs 

P * ■ 



Mary C. Craig 

T yped or Printed Name 


Contr acting Offi cer 


Title 


3luk 


k/Q J 


Date 



Typed or Primed Name 


<L, a. o. 


Title 



Date 
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Addendum A 

Claims Submission Procedures 

For the Division of Immigration Health Services customer, Provider shall submit claims to: 

Division of Immigration Health Services 
VA Financial Services Center 
PO Box 149345 
Austin, TX 78714-9345 

All Provider claims for Covered Services that are provided to Detainees under this Agreement 
shall be submitted on a CMS-1500 form or aCMS-1450/UB92 form or an ADA Dental Claim 
Form within ninety (90) days from the date of service. A completed and approved Treatment 
Authorization Request (TAR) form as defined in the Provider Handbook must accompany the 
appropriate claim form. 

VAFSC or designee will review, price and adjudicate the claim, prepare an Explanation of 
Benefits form and return the claim with any payment to the Provider. Provider may appeal any 
claim determination to VAFSC or designee within 180 days after the claim has been paid or 
rejected. The appeals process will follow the procedures provided in the Provider Handbook. 
Claims submitted exceeding one year from date of service shall not be processed for payment. 
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Addendum B 

INITIAL DESIGNATED AUTHORITY AND NETWORK PROVIDER PAYMENT 

AMOUNTS 

VAFSC is currently contracting for services to be provided to Members under the following 
Program(s): 

The Division of Immigration Health Services 

Compensation’" for professional and technical services provided by Provider to Members of The 
aforementioned Program shall be: 

Psychiatric Services 


$700 daily rate inclusive of physician fees (basic services, medication management) security, 
medication, and labs. 

Medical Services 


Current year Medicare rates 


Other Federal Customer Program patient populations may be added to this Agreement through a 
mutually agreed upon (bilateral) modification. 
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Addendum C 
DETAINEE SECURITY 

For Detainees associated with the following customer program(s); 
1 . The Division of Immigration Health Services 


Section 1.3,3 of this Agreement (“Detainee Security”) shall apply. 
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Addendum D 

Provider Practice Information 

Provider shall attach all providers’ name(s) and practice addresses incorporated under this 
Agreement, The practice address information will contain: 

Practice Name College Hospital Costa Mesa 

Practice Provider’s Name (s) Wayne Lingenfelter, CEO 

Practice Provider’s Specialty (ies) Inpatient Psychiatric 

Practice Address (es) 301 Victoria Street Costa Mesa, CA 92627 

Practice Phone Number (s) (949) 642-2734 

Practice Fax Number (s) (949) 574-3320 

Practice Hours of Operation 24 Hours, 7 Days a week 

Practice Tax Identification (s) 95-4124770 

Practice Billing Address (es) Same as Above 

Practice Languages Spoken English, Spanish 

Practice Contact Richard Louis, Vice President (562) 923-9449 

Practice Website 

Practice Correspondence Email Rlouische@aol com 
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Blanket Purchase Agreement 

ISSUING OFFICE (X i*»nk name «> *3Mf> itf) 

Department of Veterans Affaire 

Office of Acquisition and Materiel 

Management (049A3G) 

1815 Woodward Street 

Austin, TX 78772 

Page 1 of 14 (not including Addenda) 

REQUESTING OFFICE 

i Department of Veterans Affaire 
[ Financial Services Center 

1615 Woodward Street 

Austin TX 73772 

VENDOR {Provider) 

SHIP TO THIS ADDRESS ONLY: 

College Hospital Cerritos 


10802 College Place 

N/A 

Cerritos, CA 90703 



F.O.B. POINT 

As specified on orders 

GOVERNMENT 8A NO 

N/A 




N/A 

Performance period 
09/06/2007 - 
09/05/2012 

SHIP VIA 



TYPE 01 . . 

□ PURCHASE ORDER 

(BuC)ec» to ;«nr>s and 
ccrxfifcna ornwtfM 
crattscftsd st-aats) 


(3l£j«d to twir.e and 
condSions o'Bts oortraa) 


See Addendum A and reference 
paragraph 1.3.6, Claims Submission 


(TRACT ANO/OR INVITATION 

V797(049A3G)P-PPN058 


i DESCRIPTION 


0001 Healthcare services in support of the Department of 
Veterans Affairs, Financial Services Center (VAFSC) 
and its customers as described in this Agreement. 


1 1' t'M iflTU M 

I-. ■; . 


See 

Addendum B 


Contract type: Blanket Purchase Agreement 

AUTHORITY FOR AND/OR METHOD OF PURCHASE 

FAR Part 12 


TYPED NAME AND SIGNATURE OF AUTHORIZED PURCHASING OR CONTRACTING OFFICER 


TOTALS 


For Government Use On! 


See Signature Page 


Effective Date. 

September 06, 2007 
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1.0 Background 

The Department of Veterans Affairs, Financial Services Center (VAFSC), provides the services 
of claims processing and Preferred Provider Network (PPN) development and administration on 
behalf of other Federal agencies. Establishment of a PPN on behalf of these agencies supports 
their respective missions to provide healthcare services. 

1.1 Objective 

Creation of a PPN through establishment of advance agreements whereby the contractor, 
hereinafter referred to as "Provider," agrees to provide healthcare services to "Members,” 
including Detainees (as defined in 1 .2 below) in accordance with the terms of this Agreement. 

1.2 Definitions 

For the purposes of this Agreement, the following terms shall have the meanings set forth below: 

1. Agreement - this Blanket Purchase Agreement for health care services. 

2. Authorization - means prior approval provided by VAFSC through the 
Utilization Review and Management (UM) Program for a Provider to render Covered Services. 

3. Contracting Officer - a Federal employee with specific authority to commit the 
Government. The Contracting Officer is the only person authorized to sign or authorize changes 
to this Agreement. 

4. Contracting Officer’s Representative fCORl - an individual delegated specific 
authority to act on behalf of the Contracting Officer in such areas as negotiation of Provider fees, 
monitoring of Provider performance, and making recommendations to the Contracting Officer 
regarding changes to the Agreement. The COR has no authority to sign, effect changes to, 
terminate, or require additional services to be performed under this Agreement; all such actions 
must be effected by the Contracting Officer. 

5- Contractor - means “Provider.” 

6. Covered Services - means the medical and other health care services 
appropriately provided to a Member pursuant to prior authorization and defined in the Provider 
Handbook. 


7. Detainee - means a Member who is in custody and under the jurisdiction of the 
Department of Homeland Security (“DHS”), Immigration and Customs Enforcement (“ICE”), 
Customs and Border Protection (“CBP”), or any other Federal agency customer authorized to 
detain a Member. 

8. Emergency Services ■ means a covered service provided to a Member as a result 
of a sudden or unexpected medical or mental condition manifesting itself by acute symptoms of 
sufficient severity, including without limitation, severe pain or psychiatric disturbances such that 
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an average layperson could reasonably expect the absence of immediate medical attention to 
result in (i) placing the Member’s or another individual's health in serious jeopardy; (ii) serious 
impairment to bodily functions; or (iii) disfigurement or, serious dysfunction of a bodily organ or 
part. 


9. FAR - Federal Acquisition Regulation - body of Federal regulations governing 
this Agreement The FAR may be viewed and downloaded at www.amet.gov . 

10. Federal Customer Program - means a healthcare program of a Federal agency, 
where that agency has entered into a service agreement with VAFSC. Information specific to the 
Federal Customer Program(s) covered by this Agreement is listed in Addenda A, B. and C. 

11. Medical Record - those documents corresponding to medical or allied care, 
goods, or services furnished in any place of service. In order to qualify as a basis for 
reimbursement, the medical records must be dated, signed or otherwise attested to, as appropriate 
to the media, and legible. 

12. Member - means any person, including Detainees, who is authorized to receive 
health care services. 

13. Provider - means a physician, hospital or other provider of health care services or 
supplies, duly licensed, credentialed and authorized to provide health care services for the 
diagnosis and/or treatment in individuals in the State in which the services are provided, is 
qualified by training, experience, law and regulation to provide, has the capacity and customarily 
provides and Is admitted into the VAFSC Preferred Provider Network to provide medically 
necessary Covered Services. 

14. Parties - means the individuals or entities that execute this Agreement. 

15. Preferred Provider Network - means file VAFSC network of physicians, 
hospitals and other health care providers of services or supplies arranged and authorized to 
provide Covered Services. 

16. Provider Handbook - the document setting forth the rules, regulations, policies 
and procedures established by VAFSC for provision of Covered Services to Members; including 
procedures for Provider Utilization Review and Management Program; Quality Management 
Program; referrals by and to Participating Providers and other providers; claim/encounter form 
processing procedures; and other administrative requirements. There may be more than one 
Federal Customer Program serviced by the VAFSC under this Agreement. Therefore, there may 
be more than one Provider Handbook. If so, each Provider Handbook shall be unique and 
applicable only to that particular Federal Customer Program. Provider shall comply with the 
terms of the Provider Handbook applicable to each Federal Customer Program. The Provider 
Handbook is hereby incorporated by reference and made a part of this Agreement; however, in 
the event of any inconsistency or conflict between this Agreement and the Provider Handbook, 
the provisions of this Agreement shall prevail. The Provider Handbook wifi be made available to 
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the Provider prior to the execution of this Agreement either by hardcopy or at a referenced 
website. 

17. Quality Management ("OM'T and Utilization Review and Management 
("UM") Programs - means the administrative and operational procedures established and 
administered by VAFSC and defined in the Provider Handbook. 

18. Referral - means the process of arranging for the provision of a medically 
necessary Covered Service by a network provider as defined in the Provider Handbook. 

19. Urgent Care Services - means Covered Services that must be promptly delivered 
to prevent the deterioration of the health as a result of unforeseen illness or injury. 

1.3 Statement of Work 

1.3.1 Relationship of Parties 

FAR 52.237-7 Independent Contractor - Indemnification and Medical Liability Insurance 
(Jan 1997) 

(a) It is expressly agreed and understood that this is a nonpersonal services contract, as defined in 
Federal Acquisition Regulation (FAR) 37.101, under which the professional services rendered by 
the Provider are rendered in its capacity as an independent contractor. The Government may 
evaluate the quality of professional and administrative services provided, but retains no control 
over professional aspects of the services rendered, including by example, the Provider's 
professional medical judgment, diagnosis, or specific medical treatments. The Provider shall be 
solely liable for and expressly agrees to indemnify the Government with respect to any liability 
producing acts or omissions by it or by its employees or agents. The Provider shall maintain 
during the term of this contract liability insurance issued by a responsible insurance carrier of not 
less than $ 1 ,000,000 per specialty per occurrence, or the minimum amounts per specialty per 
occurrence required by the State in which the services are to be provided. 

(b) The Provider, upon request by the Contracting Officer, shall lumish prior to execution of this 
Agreement evidence of its insurability concerning the medical liability insurance required by 
paragraph (a) of this clause. 

(c) Liability insurance may be on either an occurrences basis or on a claims-made basis. If the 
policy is on a claims-made basis, an extended reporting endorsement (tail) for a period of not 
less than 3 years after the end of the contract term must also be provided. 

(d) Evidence of insurance documenting the required coverage for each health care provider who 
will perform under this contract shall be provided to the Contracting Officer prior to the 
commencement of services under this contract. If the insurance is on a claims-made basis and 
evidence of an extended reporting endorsement is not provided prior to the commencement of 
services, evidence of such endorsement shall be provided to the Contracting Officer prior to the 
expiration of this contract. Final payment under this contract shall be withheld until evidence of 
the extended reporting endorsement is provided to the Contracting Officer. 
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(e) The policies evidencing required insurance shall also contain an endorsement to the effect 
that any cancellation or material change adversely affecting the Government's interest shall not 
be effective until 30 days after the insurer or the Provider gives written notice to the Contracting 
Officer, during the performance period of the contract the Provider changes insurance 
providers, the Provider must provide evidence that the Government will be indemnified to the 
limits specified in paragraph (a) of this clause, for the entire period of the contract, either under 
the new policy, or a combination of old and new policies. 

(f) The Provider shall insert the substance of this clause, including this paragraph (f), in all 
subcontracts under this contract for health care services and shall require such subcontractors to 
provide evidence of and maintain insurance in accordance with paragraph (a) of this clause. At 
least 5 days before the commencement of work by any subcontractor, the Provider shall furnish 
to the Contracting Officer evidence of such insurance. 

1.3.2 Parties Obligations 

The Parties understand that the Provider is not obligated to accept orders, nor is the Government 
obligated to place orders under this Agreement. The Parties are entering into this Agreement 
because the Government anticipates that the services of the Provider will be required, and the 
Provider anticipates that it will have the ability to provide those services in accordance with this 
Agreement. 

1.3.2.1 VAFSC Obligations - VAFSC shall perform all administrative, accounting, 
enrollment, medical management and marketing functions necessary, convenient or appropriate 
for the administration of this Agreement. VAFSC will provide and Provider will adhere to, and 
implement, the required and approved administrative and operational procedures necessary to 
effect the provisions of this Agreement. These procedures for the delivery of the contracted 
health care services to Members will be provided in a Provider Handbook. The Provider 
Handbook will cover such topics as the identification of the primary point of contacts, patient 
identification procedures, referrals, appointments, quality and utilization management, claims 
submission and payment, translation services for Members not speaking English, and Detainee 
security procedures where necessary to carry out the requirements of this Agreement. 

1.3.2.2 Provider Obligations 

1.3.2.2.1 Scope of Services - Provider agrees to provide only Covered 
Services to Members that Provider is qualified to provide by virtue of Provider’s training and 
experience with the same standard of care, skill, and diligence customarily used by similar 
Providers, for which Provider is qualified by law or regulation to provide, has the capacity to 
provide and customarily provides and will perform in accordance with the standards established 
by the UM and QM Program as defined in the Provider Handbook. When Provider is 
unavailable. Provider shall arrange for the provision of Covered Services by another qualified 
Provider ("Covering Provider"). The Government shall not be responsible for any payment to 
the Covering Provider. Provider shall be responsible for payments to the Covering Provider. 
Further, Provider shall assure that Covering Provider understands and complies with all terms 
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and conditions of this Agreement This Agreement does not establish any contractual 
relationship between the Government and the Covering Provider. 

1. 3.2.2. 2 Standards - Provider represents and warrants that he or she is 
duly licensed and in good standing in the State(s) in which the services will be performed, agrees 
to maintain such licensure and standing and demonstrate to VAFSC upon request, throughout the 
term of this Agreement, evidence of medical licensure in each State where the services are to be 
provided. Federal and State controlled substances registration, medical staff membership and 
applicable clinical privileges at one of VAFSC network hospitals, if applicable, or a hospital 
accredited by the Joint Commission on Accreditation of Healthcare Organizations ("JCAHO") 
and/or the Federal Center for Medicare/Medicaid Services (CMS), required licensure or 
certification of all nurses or allied health professionals employed by or under contract with 
Provider, and required professional and general liability insurance. Provider agrees to cooperate 
with VAFSC credentialing process as defined in the Provider Handbook by providing the 
requested information concerning Provider’s education, training, residency programs, board 
status, references, malpractice liability insurance coverage, appropriate claims history, hospital 
staff privileges, and reappointment dates and other information that is necessary to the VAFSC 
credentialing process. Provider shall immediately notify the Contracting Officer and COR in 
writing of any suspension, revocation or the limitation of any of the aforementioned 
requirements, or of any adverse decision of any regulatory body, court, governmental agency, or 
hospital quality and utilization management body with respect to Provider or of any other 
situation which would materially affect Provider’s ability to carry out the obligations of this 
Agreement. Provider agrees to comply with any reasonable corrective action plan established by 
VAFSC related to the provision or failure to provide Provider services to Members. 

1.3.2.2.3 The Qualify Management ("QM") and Utilization Review and 
Management ("UM") Programs - Provider agrees to participate in and abide by all qualify 
management and utilization review and management procedures established and administered by 
VAFSC as defined in the Provider Handbook. 

1.3.2.2.4 Medical Records - Upon the completion of a treatment event. 
Provider shall provide a written summary of the treatment(s) and/or procedure(s) provided to the 
Member (including Detainees) as defined in the Provider Handbook. Members’ medical records 
shall be provided and maintained in accordance with the standards defined in the Provider 
Handbook and consistent with the usual and customary practices including safeguarding of 
confidentiality under applicable State and Federal laws. Provider shall maintain all medical 
records relating to Members for the greater of five (5) years or the length of time Providers are 
required to maintain patient records under applicable State law. Provider shall assist VAFSC 
with the collection of data relating to Members who are provided services by Provider under this 
Agreement. Provider shall maintain and provide upon VAFSC request a complete copy of the 
Member’s medical records. Requested records shall be provided within 30 calendar days of 
request. 


1.3.2.2.5 Right to Inspect - Upon request by VAFSC or any cognizant State 
or Federal regulatory agency or department, or private or public licensing and accreditation 
agency, and subject to all applicable laws and regulations governing the confidentiality of 
medical records. Provider shall provide access at all reasonable times for the purpose of 
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inspecting Provider’s facilities and Members records relating to the performance of this 
Agreement. 


1.3.2.2.6 Facilities - Provider shall provide facilities that are accessible to 
people with disabilities. 

U.2.2.7 Government Approval - Provider acknowledges that this 
Agreement is subject to Government approval and the availability of funds. VAFSC shall have 
no liability to Provider unless the necessary approvals and authorizations are obtained in 
accordance with the Provider Handbook. Provider agrees that VAFSC may provide this 
Agreement, and each schedule or list of rates paid or to be paid under this Agreement, to any 
cognizant State or Federal agency. 

1.3.2.2.8 Ordering of Services - An order for the Covered Services of the 
Provider is deemed to be issued under this Agreement when a request for Covered Services is 
made in accordance with the Provider Handbook. An order is considered accepted by the 
Provider when the Provider begins the process of rendering those services. The Provider 
understands and agrees that this Agreement obligates no funds and that only an order for services 
as described herein carries with it a funds obligation. 

1.3.2.2.9 Provider Practice Information - When executing this Agreement 
the Provider shall submit provider practice information by fully completing Addendum D. 

1.3.3 Detainee Security 

This Section 1.3.3 shall apply to Detainees of the Federal Customer Program(s) listed in 
Addendum C. At all times, Detainee security shall be the responsibility of the appropriate 
Division or element of the cited Federal Customer Program. To ensure that clear security 
procedures for the Detainees are in place while they are undergoing treatment by the Provider, 
the appropriate Division or element of the applicable Federal Customer Program will develop 
appropriate operational security procedures. Provider hereby acknowledges and will be 
responsive to those security requirements for all Detainees and will provide recommendations 
and advice about the Provider’s place of business to these Federal representatives to assist in 
their security procedures. 

1.3.4 Period of Performance 

The ordering period of this Agreement is 5 years from the effective date. The effective date shall 
be the date that the Agreement is signed by the Contracting Officer. 

1.3.5 Termination 

1.3.5. 1 FAR 52-212-4 (1) Termination for the Government's Convenience. The 
Government reserves the right to terminate this Agreement, or any part hereof, for its sole 
convenience. In the event of such termination, the Provider shall immediately stop all work 
hereunder and shall immediately cause any and all of its suppliers and subcontractors to cease 
work. Subject to the terms of this Agreement, the Provider shall be paid a percentage of the 
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contract price reflecting the percentage of the work performed prior to the notice of termination, 
pins reasonable charges the Provider can demonstrate to the satisfaction of the Government using 
its standard record keeping system, have resulted from the termination. The Provider shall not 
be required to comply with the cost accounting standards or contract cost principles for this 
purpose. This paragraph does not give the Government any right to audit the Provider's records. 
The Provider shall not be paid for any work performed or costs incurred which reasonably could 
have been avoided. 

1.3. 5.2 FAR 52.212-4 (m) Termination for Cause. The Government may 

tetminate this Agreement, or any part hereof, for cause in the event of any default by the 
Provider, or if the Provider fails to comply with any Agreement terms and conditions, or fails to 
provide the Government, upon request, with adequate assurances of future performance. In the 
event of termination for cause, the Government shall not be liable to the Provider for any amount 
for supplies or services not accepted, and the Provider shall be liable to the Government for any 
and all rights and remedies provided by law. If it is determined that the Government improperly 
terminated this Agreement for default, such termination shall be deemed a termination for 
convenience. 
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1.3.6 Claims Submission 

Payment to Provider will be made only for Covered Services. Provider shall submit claims for 
payment following the customer program-specific procedures established in Addendum “A.” 
Provider agrees to accept as payment-in-fall the payment rates set forth in this Agreement in 
Addendum B. 

U.7 FAR 52.212-4 (d) Disputes 

This Agreement is subject to the Contract Disputes Act of 1978, as amended (41 U.S.C. 601 - 
613). Failure of the parties to this Agreement to reach agreement on any request for equitable 
adjustment, claim, appeal or action arising under or relating to this Agreement shall be a dispute 
to be resolved in accordance with the clause at FAR 52.233-1, Disputes, which is incorporated 
herein by reference. The Provider shall proceed diligently with performance, pending final 
resolution of any dispute arising under the Agreement. 

1.3.8 Marketing and Advertising Material 

1 .3 .8. 1 Any material in whatever form for external publication or distribution 
which refers to this Agreement (including, but not limited to, media releases, photographs, 
brochures and posters) must be approved, in advance, by the Contracting Officer. 

1.3. 8.2 Notwithstanding the foregoing, it is agreed that VAFSC may include the 
Provider’s name in VAFSC marketing materials and on VAFSC’s Roster of Participating 
Providers. 

1.3.9 General Provisions 

1.3. 9.1 Except as specifically permitted herein, Provider may not assign this 
Agreement without the express written consent of the Contracting Officer. 

1. 3.9.2 The Parties agree that this is not an exclusive arrangement. The Provider 
shall retain Provider’s fall right and ability to establish, contract or otherwise associate with any 
other prepaid health services plan, insurer, third-party pay or other entity without being deemed 
in breach of this Agreement provided that any such contract or other arrangement shall not 
interfere with or prevent Provider &om fulfilling Provider’s obligations under this Agreement. 
VAFSC shall retain its fall right and ability to establish, contract or otherwise associate with any 
other physician or other provider of health care services provided that any such contract or other 
arrangement shall not interfere with or prevent VAFSC from fulfilling its obligations under this 
Agreement. 

1 .3.9.3 This Agreement may be modified at any time by the mutual consent of the 
Contracting Officer and Provider. Any such modification shall be in writing and shall he 
effective when signed by both parties. 
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1 .3 .9 .4 The Government retains the right to modify this Agreement as necessary 
to comply with a change in State or Federal law or regulations. The Contracting Officer will 
notify rite Provider in writing of such mandated modifications. VAFSC may terminate this 
Agreement immediately if Provider objects to modifications required by law. 

1 .3.9.5 Any notice required or permitted to be given in writing pursuant to the 
terms and provisions hereof shall be deemed to have been properly given if sent by electronic 
mail (email) or facsimile transmission (fax), where the sending party receives a written 
confirmation directly from the required receiving party (an automated return receipt generated by 
an email or automated confirmation generated by a fax system is adequate and will be deemed 
confirmation); or by certified mail addressed to each party. 

To Provider: 

€. C£,2 a; 7S-J 

cegarra, ? 7 0 3 

To VAFSC: 

Department of Veterans Affairs/Financial Services Center 
Attention: Director, Provider Network Development 
1220 L St., N.W., Suite 500 
Washington, D.C. 20005 

1 .3.9.6 In the event any paragraph, section, portion or provision of this Agreement 
is determined to be null and void by any court of law, the rest of the Agreement shall remain in 
full force and effect, unless either party submits written objection to the other party within thirty 
days of the decision of the court. 

1 .3.9.7 This Agreement shall be governed by the laws and regulations of the 
United States Federal Government. All disputes between the parties shall be governed by the 
Disputes Clause as described in Section 1.3.7. 

1 .3.9.8 In the event of any conflict or inconsistency between any provisions of 
this Agreement and the provisions of any Addenda or documents incorporated by reference 
hereto, the provisions of this Agreement shall govern. In the event of any conflict or 
inconsistency between the provisions of this Agreement, any Addenda or documents 
incorporated by reference hereto and the FAR, the FAR shall govern. 

1 .3 .9.9 No waiver, express or implied, of the breach of any provision hereof shall 
be deemed a waiver of any other provision or of any subsequent breach. 

1.3.9.10 Nothing in this Agreement, whether expressed or implied, is intended to 
confer any rights or remedies under or by reason of this Agreement on any persons other that the 
Parties to it. Nothing in this Agreement shall relieve the liability of any third person to any party 
to this Agreement. No provision shall give any third person any right of subrogation or action 
against any Party to this Agreement. 
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1 .3.9. 1 1 This Agreement constitutes the entire Agreement between the Parties, and 
as of the effective date hereof supersedes all other Agreements and understandings between the 
parties with respect to the subject matter hereof. 

1 .3.9.12 Notwithstanding any other provision of this Agreement, upon written 
notice to the other Party, either Party may be excused from fulfilling its obligations under this 
Agreement, if prevented from doing so by any act of nature, fire, explosion, accident, war, labor 
dispute, civil commotion, government action (whether legal or not) or any occurrence or cause 
which is beyond such Party’s control. 

1.3.9.13 Each Party recognizes the unique and valuable nature of, and agrees to 
maintain confidential, the confidential information marked as such, or known to the receiving 
party to be confidential or proprietary, of VAFSC, Provider and other Providers that shall 
include, without limitation, this Agreement; eligibility lists and any other information containing 
the names, addresses and telephone numbers of Members that have been compiled by VAFSC or 
Provider; administrative and operating procedures and manuals, including those pertinent to the 
UM Program; the financial arrangements among VAFSC, Provider, or other Providers; and any 
other information of VAFSC, or Provider that is identified as proprietary. Upon the effective 
date of termination of this Agreement, either Party shall promptly return to the other the 
confidential and proprietary information in their possession, without retaining any copies. 
Notwithstanding the foregoing, nothing in this section or any other provision of this Agreement 
shall penalize Provider for discussing medically necessary or appropriate care with, or on behalf 
of, any Member who is the Provider’s patient. VAFSC may use the Provider’s name, address 
and telephone number in promotional and other marketing materials, including Provider 
directories. 

1.3.9.14 Provider agrees to accommodate and accept Members as patients on the 
same basis as other patients served by Provider. When Provider’s practice reaches its capacity, 
Provider shall immediately notify the Contracting Officer’s Representative (COR) listed in 
Section 2 below. In addition to complying with the FAR 52.222-26, "Equal Opportunity” clause 
incorporated by Section 2.3.2 of this Agreement, Provider agrees not to discriminate against any 
Member nor impose any limitation on the care and treatment of a Member on the basis of age, 
race, color, national origin, sex, religion, health status or frequency of utilization of Covered 
Services. 

1.3.9.15 Provider shall provide to COR at least thirty (30) days prior written notice 
of any changes in Provider’s office locations, addressees, hours of operations, telephone numbers 
and other relevant information relating to Provider’s operations. 

2.0 OTHER APPLICABLE FAR PROVISIONS 

2.1 FAR 52.212-4 Contract Terms and Conditions-Commercial Items (Feb 2002) is incorporated by 
reference. The provisions of this clause are available at www.amet.gov . 

2.2 FAR 52.212-5 Contract Terms and Conditions Required to Implement Statutes or Executive 
Orders- Commercial Items (June 2003). 
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(a) The Provider shall comply with the following Federal Acquisition Regulation (FAR) clause, 
which is incorporated in this contract by reference, to implement provisions of law or Executive 
orders applicable to acquisitions of commercial items: 52.233-3, Protest after Award (Aug 1996) 
(31 U.S.C.3553). 

(b) The Provider shall comply with the FAR clauses in this paragraph (b) that the Contracting 
Officer has indicated as being incorporated in this contract by reference to implement provisions 
of law or Executive orders applicable to acquisitions of commercial items: None Applicable. 

(c) The Provider shall comply with the FAR clauses in this paragraph (c), applicable to 
commercial services, that the Contracting Officer has indicated as being incorporated in this 
contract by reference to implement provisions of law or Executive orders applicable to 
acquisitions of commercial items: None Applicable. 

(d) Comptroller General Examination o} Record. The Provider shall comply with the provisions 
of this paragraph (d) if this contract was awarded using other than sealed bid, is in excess of the 
simplified acquisition threshold, and does not contain the clause at 52.2 1 5-2, Audit and Records- 
Negotiation. 

( 1 ) The Comptroller General of the United States, or an authorized representative of the 
Comptroller General, shall have access to and right to examine any of the Provider’s directly 
pertinent records involving transactions related to this contract. 

(2) The Provider shall make available at its offices at all reasonable times the records, materials, 
and other evidence for examination, audit, or reproduction, until 3 years after final payment under 
this contract or for any shorter period specified in FAR Subpart 4.7, Provider Records Retention, 
of the other clauses of this contract. If this contract is completely or partially terminated, the 
records relating to the work terminated shall be made available for 3 years after any resulting 
final termination settlement. Records relating to appeals under the disputes clause or to litigation 
or the settlement of claims arising under or relating to this contract shall be made available until 
such appeals, litigation, or claims are finally resolved. 

(3) As used in this clause, records include books, documents, accounting procedures and 
practices, and other data, regardless of type and regardless of form. This does not require the 
Provider to create or maintain any record that the Provider does not maintain in the ordinary 
course of business or pursuant to a provision of law. 

(eXl) Notwithstanding the requirements of the clauses in paragraphs (a), (b), (c), and (d) of this 
clause, the Provider is not required to How down any FAR clause, other than those in paragraphs 

(i) through (vi) of this paragraph in a subcontract for commercial items. Unless otherwise 
indicated below, the extent of the flow down shall be as required by the clause- 

(1) 52.219-8, Utilization of Small Business Concerns (Oct 2000) (15 U.S.C. 637(d)(2) and (3)), in 
all subcontracts that offer further subcontracting opportunities. If the subcontract (except 
subcontracts to small business concerns) exceeds $500,000 ($ 1 ,000,000 for construction of any 
public facility), the subcontractor must include 52.21 9-8 in lower tier subcontracts that offer 
subcontracting opportunities. 

(ii) 52.222-26, Equal Opportunity (Apr 2002) (E.O. 1 1246), 

(iii) 52.222-35, Equal Opportunity for Special Disabled Veterans, Veterans of the Vietnam Era, 
and Other Eligible Veterans (Dec 2001) (38 U.S.C. 4212). 

(iv) 52.222-36, Affirmative Action for Workers with Disabilities (June 1998) (29 U.S.C, 793). 

(v) 52.222-41, Service Contract Act of 1965, as Amended (May 1989), flow down required for all 
subcontracts subject to the Service Contract Act of 1965 (41 U.S.C. 351, etseq.). 

(vi) 52.247-64, Preference for Privately Owned U.S.-Flag Commercial Vessels (Apr 2003) (46 
U.S.C. Appx 1241 and 10 U.S.C. 2631). Flow down required in accordance with paragraph (d) of 
FAR clause 52.247-64. 

(2) While not required, the Provider may include in its subcontracts for commercial items a 
minimal number of additional clauses necessary to satisfy its contractual obligations. 

(End of clause) 
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3.0 ADDITIONAL TERMS AND CONDITIONS 

Notwithstanding any other provisions of this Agreement, a Provider may also mean an entity that 
does not render health care services but instead arranges for those services with other individuals 
or entities; in such case, the individual who actually renders the health care services in 
accordance with the terms and conditions of this Agreement will be a subcontractor of the 
Provider. If the Provider is such an entity, it will invoice for any services rendered and will 
ensure that all terms and conditions of this Agreement governing Providers except those relating 
to claims submission and payment will be binding and enforced with respect to the individual or 
entity with whom/which it makes an arrangement for provision of health care services under this 
Agreement. 
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Contracting Officer’s Representative (COR). 

The COR for this Agreement is James N. Lee. Mr. Lee may be reached at: 

Address: Immigration Health Services 

12201. St., NW, Suite 500 
Washington, D.C. 20005 

Phone: 202.732.0100 


IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the Parties, by individuals who are duly authorized to legally bind 
the respective Party have executed this Agreement and it is effective on the date set forth below. 


Department of Veterans Affairs 

Provider 

Signature pi A 

Signature 

Mary C. Craig 

Sj-epk&m 

Typed or Printed Name 

Typed or Printed Name 

Contracting Officer 

c&O 

Title 

?/tr/g2_ 

Date 

I itle / 

Dale 
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Addendum A 

Claims Submission Procedures 

For the Division of Immigration Health Services customer, Provider shall submit claims to: 

Division of Immigration Health Services 
VA Financial Services Center 
PO Box 149345 
Austin, TX 78714-9345 

All Provider claims for Covered Services that are provided to Detainees under this Agreement 
shall be submitted on a CMS- 1500 form or a CMS-1450/UB92 form or an ADA Dental Claim 
Form within ninety (90) days from the date of service. A completed and approved Treatment 
Authorization Request (TAR) form as defined in the Provider Handbook must accompany the 
appropriate claim form. 

VAFSC or designee will review, price and adjudicate the claim, prepare an Explanation of 
Benefits form and return the claim with any payment to the Provider. Provider may appeal any 
claim determination to V AFSC or designee within 1 80 days after the claim has been paid or 
rejected. The appeals process will follow the procedures provided in the Provider Handbook. 
Claims submitted exceeding one year from date of service shall not be processed for payment. 
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Addendum B 

INITIAL DESIGNATED AUTHORITY AND NETWORK PROVIDER PAYMENT 

AMOUNTS 


VAESC is currently contracting for sendees to be provided to Members under the following 
Program(s): 

The Division of Immigration Health Sendees 

Compensation* for professional and technical services provided by Provider to Members of the 
aforementioned Program shall be: 


Psychiatric Services 


S700 daily rate inclusive of physician fees (basic services, medication management) security, 
medication, and labs. 


Other Federal Customer Program patient populations may be added to this Agreement through a 
mutually agreed upon (bilateral) modification. 
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Addendum C 
DETAINEE SECURITY 

For Detainees associated with the following customer program(s); 

1 . The Division of Immigration Health Services 

Section 1 .3.3 of this Agreement (“Detainee Security”) shall apply. 




901 


Healthcare Services in Support of VAFSC 
and its Customers 

Addendum D 

Provider Practice Information 

Provider shall attach all providers’ name(s) and practice addresses incorporated under this 
Agreement. The practice address information will contain: 

Practice Name College Hospital, Inc 

Practice Provider’s Name (s) Steve Witt, CEO 

Practice Provider’s Specialty (ies) Inpatient Psychiatric 

Practice Address (es) 10802 College Place Cerritos, CA 90703 

Practice Phone Number (s) (562) 924-9581 

Practice Fax Number (s) (562) 924-6523 

Practice Hours of Operation 24 Hours, 7 Days a week 

Practice Tax Identification (s) 95-3421289 

Practice Billing Address (es) Same as Above 

Practice Languages Spoken English, Spanish 

Practice Contact Richard Louis, Vice President (562) 923-9449 

Practice Website 

Practice Correspondence Email Rlou i sche@aol . com 
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QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD SUBMITTED BY 
THE HONORABLE NITA LOWEY 


Captain Jose Rodriguez, Director of Immigrant Health Services, 
U.S. Immigration and Customs Enforcement 

Health Services for Detainees in 
U.S. Immigration and Customs Enforcement Custody 


Unfilled Positions 


Question: How many unfilled medical-related positions are there within the Division of Immigrant Health 
Services and does DIHS have a staffing plan to fill openings? 

ANSWER: There are 72 unfilled medical-related positions within DIHS out of 605 total medical-related 
positions. The staffing plan to fill these openings includes participation in conferences, Internet advertising, 
newspaper advertising, and job fairs. 


Appointment Backlog 

Question: The Washington Post reported in May 2008 that a facility in Pearsall, TX had a backlog of 2,097 
medical appointments. At how many facilities have backlogs for appointments and what is the average length 
of all backlogs? 

ANSWER: ICE determined that the “backlog” resulted from the attending physician’s failure to document the 
medical appointments that did take place. This situation has since been corrected. Currently, 86 percent of 
detainees requesting sick call in DIHS-staffed facilities are seen within 72 hours. ICE currently does not track 
sick call wait times at 1GSA facilities but plans to capture that information with the implementation of the EHR. 




903 


QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD SUBMITTED BY 

THE HONORABLE LUCILLE ROYBAL-ALLARD 


Jim Hayes, Director, Office of Detention and Removal, 
U.S. Customs and Immigration Enforcement 

Health Services for Detainees in 
U.S. Immigration and Customs Enforcement Custody 


Oversight of Detention Centers 

Question: In light of recent reports of preventable deaths at detention centers, what steps is ICE considering to 
improve oversight of these facilities? 

ANSWER: DRO HQ now gets direct feedback from Field Offices, which are submitting the results Facility 
Liaison Visit Checklists weekly. These checklists cover eight areas in which an ICE officer gives an informal 
rating based on their observations. Field Offices are required to submit these reports on a weekly basis and are 
spot checked for consistency and completeness. In addition, ICE plans to expand the on-site reviewers so that 
more facilities have this valuable tool in maintaining compliance. To assist in field efforts, additional full-time 
Officer positions have been announced and are pending, and Contracting Officer Technical Representative 
positions have been announced. New staff selections are in progress. These Detention Management Division 
staffing enhancements will help resource coordination and oversight. 

ICE DRO and DIHS are conducting weekly reviews to keep DRO senior leadership informed of the health 
status of detainees so that appropriate actions may take place, such as notifications, review of appropriate 
treatment plans and proper placement. This weekly review is conducted by DRO Senior management to assure 
that detainees arc receiving necessary health services and that continuity of care is maintained. Additionally, 
any cases of significance requiring intervention are reported by DIHS Field Staff to headquarters staff through 
chain of command for appropriate action. 

Secretary Napolitano has asked Special Advisor Schriro to provide preliminary findings and recommendations 
to her, and Dr. Schriro will be submitting her preliminary findings and recommendations to Secretary 
Napolitano shortly. Dr. Schriro testified that she anticipated that a report will be submitted to the Committee 
shortly thereafter. 


Medical Care at Contract Facilities 


Question: According to GAO, the vast majority of immigrant detainees are held at state and local jails through 
arrangements with the federal government. What is ICE doing to ensure that contract facilities maintain DHS- 
established detention standards for medical care? 

ANSWER: Before using an IGSA facility, it is inspected to ensure that the facility is in compliance with the 
ICE National Detention Standards. In addition, the Dedicated IGSA facilities all have DIHS managed care 
contingents within the facilities. ICE is hiring field Contracting Officer Technical Representatives (COTRs) to 
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oversee and manage the agreements with the Shared IGS As to ensure that ICE has administrative oversight of 
all detainee issues including compliance with the ICE medical care standard. 

ICE DRO is conducting monthly random reviews of facility compliance with the ICE detention standards 
regarding medical screening and medical examination. These findings are reviewed by the DRO Director and 
remedial action is taken wherever necessary. 


Transfer of Medical Records 


Question: Recent NGO reports have noted that when detainees are transferred between detention centers, 
officials frequently fail to pass their medical records on to the receiving facility. Are ICE and DIHS aware of 
this problem and, if so, what is being done to address it? 

ANSWER: Yes, ICE is aware that there have been instances where this has happened. 

ICE has recognized some issues in the past with the transfer of detainees, medical records and medications. 
Guidance on this topic was provided to Field Office Directors on December 22, 2008, and again on January 2, 
2009. ICE is conducting monthly random reviews of facility compliance with the ICE detention standards 
regarding medical screening, medical examination and care provided. These findings are reviewed by the DRO 
Director and remedial action is taken wherever necessary. 

Improvements to the transfer standard contained in the updated Performance Based National Detention 
Standards (PBNDS) provides that ground transportation officers may not accept a detainee without the required 
documents, and that a facility may refuse to accept a detainee who arrives without the required documents. The 
receiving facility must report any such instances to the Field Office, and to ICE DRO Headquarters staff. These 
additional safeguards were put into the PBNDS to provide greater accountability for medical records and 
transfer documentation. 
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QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD SUBMITTED BY 

THE HONORABLE SAM FARR 


Jim Hayes, Director, Office of Detention and Removal, 
U.S. Customs and Immigration Enforcement 

Health Services for Detainees in 
U.S. Immigration and Customs Enforcement Custody 


Detention Facilities 


In FY 09, ICE was provided with funding for 1,000 new detention beds, bringing the total number of beds to 
slightly more than 33,000. After dozens of deaths were reported at many ICE run and private-run detention 
facilities, there is still concern that ICE is not doing enough to monitor the health care of the detainees under 
their care. Additionally, much of the medical care that takes place is ordinarily provided at local medical 
facilities where DIHS may have little or no presence. 

Question: What can ICE and DIHS do to ensure that the federal government is providing quality health care at 
these facilities? 

ANSWER: ICE DRO and DIHS have reported cases involving significant illnesses to DRO senior leadership 
to keep them informed of the health status of detainees and so that appropriate actions may take place, such as 
notifications, review of appropriate treatment plans and proper placement. DRO Senior management meets 
about these cases weekly to assure that detainees are receiving necessary health services and that continuity of 
care is maintained. Additionally, any cases of significance requiring intervention are reported by DIHS Field 
Staff to headquarters staff through chain of command for appropriate action. 

ICE is conducting monthly random reviews of facility compliance with the ICE detention standards regarding 
medical screening and medical examination. These findings are reviewed by the DRO Director and remedial 
action is taken wherever necessary. 


Question: Why does the GAO report that data on detainee health expenditures incurred by IGSA’s (Inter- 
governmental Service Agreement facilities) are not available? 

ANSWER: There are two types of health care service programs in the 1GS A facilities - those managed by 
DIHS Medical staff and those managed by the facilities themselves. For the latter, neither ICE nor DIHS have 
access to their actual health expenditures incurred, since the costs of basic operations, including basic medical 
care, are included in the per diem rate. IGSAs costs include medical care, along with all fees involved in 
housing a detainee, which is calculated into a per diem rate that is negotiated by ICE. In addition, the salaries of 
IGSA health care staff and related costs are paid to IGSAs as part of their contract payments for housing 
detainees. 
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In the past, this committee has heard testimony regarding medical staff vacancies at both ICE operated and 
private contractor operated detention facilities. 

Question: What criteria does ICE use to assess whether a certain facility can continue to detain people given 
the vacancy rate of medical professionals? 

ANSWER: In determining whether to continue the use of a specific IGSA facility, ICE DRO relies on a range 
of factors, not just vacancy rate among the medical professionals assigned to that facility. Factors such as the 
nature and gravity of the medical care deficiency, its potential immediate effect on the health and well-being of 
the ICE detained population, the history of previous facility compliance with ICE detention standards, the 
demonstrated willingness of the facility to make timely remediation of observed deficiencies and independent 
clinical evaluations of the medical care provided all weigh in the determination to continue to use an IGSA 
facility. However, as we have noted in response to other questions, Dr. Schriro is assessing conditions of 
detention, including the delivery of health care, and will be providing her preliminary findings and 
recommendations to Secretary Napolitano at the earliest opportunity. A report will be submitted to the 
Committee shortly thereafter. 

ICE expects facilities to maintain compliance with the National Detention Standards regardless of specific 
facility issues, such as the vacancy rate of medical professionals. If medical services and care provisions cannot 
be afforded on site, the detainee is to be referred within the local community as is necessary. 


Question: Has ICE revoked contracts with any facilities for failure to properly staff its medical unit? 

ANSWER: ICE has not revoked contracts with any facilities for failure to properly staff its medical unit. ICE 
has terminated contracts with facilities that were unable to provide the level of care we require. 


Question: Are outside groups involved in the Inspection Group's evaluations? 

ANSWER: The Detention Facility Inspection Group (DFIG) is a component of the ICE Office of Professional 
Responsibility (OPR). Outside groups are welcome to provide, and have provided, information that predicates a 
DFIG inspection or investigation of a facility. Outside groups are not directly involved in these inspections or 
investigations. 

ICE consults with and involves outside groups in a number of ways to assist in evaluating facility compliance 
with ICE detention standards. Since the inception of ICE, the American Bar Association has worked with DRO 
to conduct evaluations in facilities jointly identified at the beginning of each fiscal year. DRO has provided 
facilitation and support to such national NGO’s and the ACLU, Human Rights Watch and Amnesty 
International in public interest research projects on the ICE detention program. ICE meets regularly with over 
twenty national NGOs on a quarterly basis, during which detention issues are raised and discussed. In addition, 
the DRO Director has met and communicated informally with several NGOs to address specific national 
detention policy concerns. NGOs were provided draft copies of the Performance Based National Detention 
Standards and provided hundreds of comments for consideration and incorporation into the final version. 

In addition to the above, the ICE detention program is monitored and evaluated by other outside groups 
including the DHS Office of Inspector General, the General Accountability Office, the DHS Office of Civil 
Rights and Civil Liberties, the United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees (UNHCR) and the UN Special 
Rapporteur. ICE DRO recently began working with the Department of State to facilitate representatives of the 
OAS Inter- American Human Rights Commission to tour various ICE detention facilities. 
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Question: Has ICE considered asking for outside review of the Inspection Group’s evaluations? If not, why 
not? 

ANSWER: ICE DRO does consider the recommendations and suggestions of outside groups as noted in the 
previous response. 


Detainee Deaths 

In recent months you have pulled detainees out of several facilities after well-publicized reports of detainee 
deaths. 

Question: How will ICE prevent such incidents from occurring in the future? How can the Committee ensure 
ICE is doing what needs to be done? 

ANSWER: ICE has taken significant action to remove detainees or reduce the number of detainees in facilities 
where the situation warranted such action. ICE has recently taken steps to improve its oversight of medical 
services provided throughout the range of facilities ICE uses. ICE now conducts a weekly review with the 
DRO Director of all cases of detainees with significant illness. The purpose of this review is to keep key senior 
leadership staff informed of the health status of detainees so that appropriate action may take place such as 
notifications, review of appropriate treatment plans and proper placement. The weekly review is conducted by 
DRO/ICE Senior management to assure that detainees are in receipt of necessary health services and continuity 
of eare is maintained. Additionally, any cases of significance requiring intervention are reported by DIHS/ICE 
Field Staff to headquarters staff through chain of command for appropriate action. 

ICE DRO is conducting monthly random reviews of facility compliance with the ICE detention standards 
regarding medical screening and medical examination. These findings are reviewed by the DRO Director and 
remedial action is taken wherever necessary. 

While ICE recognizes that it is impossible to prevent all deaths from occurring in its custody, there is also real 
opportunity for measurable, sustainable improvement. Dr. Schriro will be submitting her preliminary findings 
and recommendations to Secretary Napolitano shortly, and we anticipate that a report will be submitted to the 
Committee shortly thereafter. 

ICE is committed to providing a safe and humane environment for all detainees. That commitment is evidenced 
by a variety of practices including most recently, random sampling of detention locations to assure compliance 
with specific portions of the medical standard and the revision of its National Detention Standards. 

The Secretary shares the Committee’s concerns and seeks to supports ICE continuous improvements efforts. 

The Secretary has asked Special Advisor Schriro to focus exclusively on the growth of the detained population 
including arrest and release practices. The Secretary has requested Dr. Schriro to provide preliminary finding 
and recommendations to her, and this will occur shortly. Dr. Schriro testified that she anticipated that a report 
will be submitted to the Committee shortly thereafter. 


ICE looks forward to working with the Committee in its oversight function to ensure that there is measurable, 
sustainable improvement in the medical services provided to detainees. 
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Alternatives to Detention Programs 

None of the testimony provides health statistics for the 25,000 or so aliens in "alternative to detention" 
programs. 

Question: Does ICE screen these immigrants to ensure they don’t have any severe medical problems when 
they are placed in alternative to detention programs? 

ANSWER: Aliens who were placed into ICE detention and then referred to alternatives to detention have 
already been screened for severe medical problems before being enrolled into an Alternative to Detention 
(ATD) program. However, aliens who are arrested by ICE but immediately released into an ATD program are 
not typically medically screened. ICE has no authority to provide medical services to aliens who are not in 
detention. 


Question: Does ICE track their health outcomes? If so, are their outcomes better or worse than those of 
immigrants in traditional detention facilities? If not, why not? 

ANSWER: ICE neither provides nor tracks health care for aliens who are not detained in ICE custody. ICE 
does not track this data and can not provide a meaningful comparison of the health of aliens detained by ICE 
and aliens who are not detained by ICE. 


Funding Levels for Care 

You testified that we are looking at an increase of about 100K detainees in 2009, totaling some 440,000 
detainees. You also testified that this increase in the detainee population would not necessitate more funding 
for the provision of adequate medical care for detainees. 

Question: Where will this increase in detainees come from? 

ANSWER: ICE believes that approximately 440,000 detainees will pass through ICE custody in Fiscal Year 
2009, an increase of roughly 40,000 from Fiscal Year 2008. The increase in detainees will come largely from 
ICE’s increased focus on the Criminal Alien Program (CAP) and results from appropriations and resources 
provided by Congress under CIRCA. CIRCA also provided funding for the custody management of those 
persons identified through the CAP, including funding for detention beds and medical care. 


Question: Given the current unknowns about the levels of medical care given to detainees in 2008, could you 
please clarify this statement? 

ANSWER: The increase in detainees will come largely from ICE’s increased focus on the Criminal Alien 
Program (CAP) and results from appropriations and resources provided by Congress under the Comprehensive 
Identification and Removal of Criminal Aliens program (CIRCA). CIRCA also provided funding for the 
custody management of those persons identified through the CAP, including funding for detention beds and 
medical care. Should additional requirements be identified, a request will be submitted. 
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QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD SUBMITTED BY 
THE HONORABLE SAM FARR 


Captain Jose Rodriguez, Director of Immigrant Health Services, 
U.S. Immigration and Customs Enforcement 

Health Services for Detainees in 
U.S. Immigration and Customs Enforcement Custody 


Detainee Standards of Care 


The Washington Post quoted an email sent by one DIHS doctor who described the DIHS mission as “keeping 
the detainee medically ready for deportation.” 

Question: Do you agree that this statement accurately describes DIHS’s mission, or would you reject this 
statement? 

ANSWER: This is not the position of DIHS and I disagree with this statement. 


Question: As the Director of DIHS, what do you understand DIHS’s mission to be? 

ANSWER: The DIHS mission is stated on its website and reads as follows: “We protect America by providing 
health care and public health services in support of immigration law enforcement.” 


Question: Will DIHS consider creating a national appeals board composed of independent physicians to 
review treatment authorization request denials? 

ANSWER: DIHS believes that the necessary expertise is contained within the DIHS headquarters staff, but is 
open to considering alternative review panels. 


Question: Is DIHS aware of the numerous reports that ICE does not follow procedures set up for transferring 
detainees with medical needs or daily medication regimens from one facility to another? 

ANSWER: DIHS is aware of some reports regarding lack of compliance with ICE established procedures, but 
this does not appear to be a common or systemic problem. In an effort to reduce or eliminate this problem, 
DIHS is working closely with DRO to improve its processes to ensure that detainees requiring medical care 
receive such care during transfers and are provided with necessary prescription medications. ICE ensures that 
detainees receive prescribed medication during the transfer process as directed by the National Detention 
Standards. ICE requires that detainees have current medications, with specific instructions for medications that 
must be administered en route. The transferring officer will review the information for completeness and to 
ensure he/she has the supplies required to provide care as indicated during the transfer process. 
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Question: Is DHS aware that when transfers occur, medical records routinely are not given to the receiving 
facility and no arrangements are made for continuity of care? 

ANSWER: Although DIHS is aware of some allegations that health records are not transferred between 
facilities, DIHS does not believe that this is a common or systemic problem. DIHS seeks to ensure continuity of 
care to detainees and will continue to work with DRO to ensure that medical records for detainees are provided 
to receiving facilities after a transfer. DIHS believes that instituting electronic medical health records will help 
ensure that all relevant medical records follow the detainee wherever they may be housed. 
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QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD SUBMITTED BY 
THE HONORABLE SAM FARR 


Dr. Dora Schriro, Special Advisor to Secretary Napolitano 

Health Services for Detainees in 
U.S. Immigration and Customs Enforcement Custody 


Sweeps 


I am concerned about sweeps conducted in my district in 2006, where ICE captured 65 non-criminal persons 
(for whom ICE did not have warrants) along with 42 fugitives and criminals (for whom ICE did have 
warrants). Many immigrants facing removal have committed only civil offenses, or very minor criminal 
offenses, like misdemeanors. 

Question: What does ICE do to insure the physical safety of these immigrants when they are detained 
alongside more dangerous criminals? 

ANSWER: ICE detainees are classified upon entry to ICE Service Processing Centers, Contract Detention 
Facilities and Inter-Governmental Service Agreement facilities based on the severity of their criminal histories, 
if any. While Level I non-criminal detainees might be assigned to a housing unit with someone who has 
committed a low Level 2 offense (e.g., for shoplifting, DUI, etc.), it is against ICE policy to house Level 1 non- 
criminal detainees with violent offenders. This is done to reduce unnecessary risks to all of our detained 
population. However, l am touring facilities and talking with staff, detainees, law enforcement and NGO 
partners in each location, as part of an agency-wide assessment of detention practices. My assessment will 
include the efficacy of the current classification system and housing assignment practices. 


Question: What does ICE do to prevent the spread of infectious disease among detainees? 

ANSWER: In the course of facility tours, reviews of written reports and other materials, and conversations 
with stakeholders, l am assessing this issue. DIHS has an Infection Control Program at the 23 facilities that it 
staffs. This program includes one or more Infection Control Officer who work under the direction of the Health 
Services Administrator at each facility, and in conjunction with the DIHS Epidemiology Unit. DIHS also 
promulgated the DIHS Infection Control Manual which includes 1) roles and responsibilities; 2) training and 
education; 3) Facility Annual Risk Analysis and Plan; 4) hand hygiene; 5) standard precautions; 6) 
transmission-based precautions; 7) ectoparasite infections; 8) methicillin-resistant staphylococcus aureus 
(MRS A); 9) tuberculosis control; 10) varicella and herpes zoster; 11) blood and bodily fluid spill clean up; 12) 
cleaning and disinfection; 13) regulated medical waste management; 14) preparation and sterilization of 
medical instruments; 15) construction, renovation, and repair; 16) invasive procedures; 17) blood borne 
pathogen protection; 18) sharps injury prevention; 19) blood borne pathogen exposure evaluation and follow- 
up; 20) infectious disease surveillance; 21) respiratory protection; 22) use and maintenance of airborne infection 
isolation rooms; 23) contact investigations; 24) outbreak investigations and control; 25) infection control 
program monitoring; 26) tuberculosis risk assessment; and 27) links to national infection control-related 
guidelines, standards, and references. DIHS also adopted Standard Operating Procedures related to infection 
control specifically, 1) Management of Varicella and Herpes Zoster ; 2) Infectious Disease Surveillance; 3) 
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Tuberculosis Surveillance ; 4) Tuberculosis Referrals and Continuity of Care; and 5) Guide for Conducting a 
Contact Investigation for Tuberculosis. 

At a minimum, IGSAs must adhere to applicable state and local laws governing the prevention of the spread of 
infectious diseases. 

Prospectively, ISGA locations and DIHS sites alike will be required to comply with the revised standard 
requiring, “Each facility shall have written plans that address the management of infectious and communicable 
diseases, including prevention, education, identification , surveillance, immunization ( when applicable), 
treatment, follow-up, isolation ( when indicated), and reporting to local, state, and federal agencies. ” 

I look forward to providing you with my findings. 


Question: Can you please tell the committee if in the process of conducting sweeps, ICE is aware that 
detainees have been injured or are denied medical devices (asthma inhalers, insulin shots) while in custody? If 
so, what is being done to correct this problem for future arrests? If not, why not? 

ANSWER: In the course of my review to date, I have not identified instances where detainees were injured 
during its law enforcement operations or denied medical devices. 

Secretary Napolitano has asked me to provide preliminary findings and recommendations to her regarding the 
interdiction, detention and removal processes, and I will be submitting my preliminary findings and 
recommendations to her shortly. I anticipate that a report will be submitted to the Committee shortly thereafter. 


Question: What proportion of the 440,000 or so aliens who will be in ICE detention this year fall into the 
following categories: 

a) Detained on national security/counter-terrorism grounds (high risk/high priority aliens)? 

b) Have committed non-immigration-related felony crimes? 

c) Have committed non-immigration-related misdemeanors only? 

d) Only crimes are immigration-related (e.g., document fraud)? 

e) Only violation is civil (out of status)? 

ANSWER: Following is the requested information for FY 2009 to date. At the conclusion of the fiscal year, 
ICE will submit an end-of-year report of this information. 

The FY09 (YTD) total detained population is 174,686 (as reported in IIDS as of 3/23/09). 

a) Detained on national security/counter-terrorism grounds (high risk/high priority aliens)? 

Of the 174,686, there were 8 individuals identified with the national security/counter-terrorism grounds. INA 
charge related to these individuals are identified in EARM as 212 (a)(3)(b)(i)(II) and 237(a)(4)(B).) 

b) Have committed non-immigration-related felony crimes? 

c) Have committed non-immigration-related misdemeanors only? 

Of the 174,686, there were 53,062 criminals. These figures are reflective of all individuals identified as having 
a conviction. The current report mechanism does not allow ICE to differentiate between a felony and 
misdemeanor conviction. 
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d) Only crimes are immigration-related (e.g., document fraud)? 

Of the 53,062 criminals, there were 10,227 identified with immigration-related crimes, 

e) Only violation is civil (out of status)? 

Of the 174,686, there were 121,624 non-criminals. 
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ADDITIONAL QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD SUBMITTED BY 

THE HONORABLE SAM FARR 

Health Services for Detainees in 
U.S. Immigration and Customs Enforcement Custody 


In FY09, this Committee provided $2 million for a third-party analysis of the ICE detainee health care system. 
GAO testimony on this topic notes that ICE’s health care data is not complete, that ICE facilities do not use 
standardized record keeping, and that ICE is not required to report on the health care services provided to 
detainees. 

Question: Doesn’t ICE require its contractors collect data about health care services provided to detainees? 
Why does ICE not report mortality or morbidity data about its detainee population? 

ANSWER: At this time, there is no system for gathering data about health services provided from contractors. 
However the new Electronic Health Record system being considered is intended to provide a process that will 
allow for consistent and regular data collection related to detainee health care services. The Special Advisor to 
the Secretary on ICE and Detention and Removal is pursuing interim processes to collect and analyze data. 

With regard to detainee mortality information, the statute requiring the reporting of detainee deaths applies to 
State governments receiving Federal correctional grants. Although ICE is not required to report this 
information, ICE began submitting its record of deaths in detention to the U.S. Department of Justice, Bureau of 
Justice Statistics (BJS). ICE submitted relevant data to BJS on March 31, 2009, and will continue to so on an 
annual basis. At this time, ICE will be the only Federal entity providing such information to BJS. 

The Special Advisor has arranged for a mortality study to be conducted specific to the detainee population. 


Question: What is the status of the $2 million provided for the third-party review of ICE detainee health care? 
Is this an amount adequate for such a review? If not, how much is necessary? 

ANSWER: On April 24, 2009, the ICE Office of Professional Responsibility (OPR) awarded a contract to 
Synergy Enterprises, Inc. (SEI) of Silver Springs, Maryland to complete a review of the provision of medical 
care to detainees. SEI has partnered with a subcontractor, Battelle Memorial Institute, a subject matter expert 
relating to the study. As suggested in the House Committee report, OPR has solicited advice from, and has 
worked very closely with, the DHS Office of Health Affairs to make the appropriate selection of SEI. The 
contractor and subcontractor personnel include a cadre of medical experts who are fully capable of evaluating 
the current detainee health care system and will subsequently provide recommendations to correct any 
deficiencies. Additionally, the third-party’s final report will include any suggested enhancements to the overall 
delivery of health care. 

Based on feedback from SEI, it has been determined that the appropriated funding level of $2 million is 
sufficient for the purposes of the completion of a comprehensive and informative review by April, 2010. 
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PRIORITIES ENFORCING IMMIGRATION LAW 
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U.S. IMMIGRATION AND CUSTOMS ENFORCEMENT [ICE] 

DAVID J. VENTURELLA, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, SECURE COMMU- 
NITIES, U.S. IMMIGRATION AND CUSTOMS ENFORCEMENT [ICE] 

MICHAEL AYTES, ACTING DEPUTY DIRECTOR, U.S. CITIZENSHIP AND 
IMMIGRATION SERVICES 

Chairman Price Opening Statement 

Mr. Price. The Subcommittee will come to order. Good morning. 

Our hearing today focuses on the Department of Homeland Secu- 
rity’s priorities for enforcing immigration laws. We have delayed 
the beginning this morning in anticipation of floor votes. Those 
floor votes, obviously, have not yet occurred, so we will go ahead 
and begin. Unfortunately, though, it is quite likely that we will 
have to take a recess, at some point, to cast a series of votes, so 
let us proceed. 

Let me cite some figures that suggest that DHS’s immigration 
agencies have set several new records in Fiscal Year 2008, but then 
I want to cite an additional list, which raises some questions that 
I hope we can discuss today about some of the details beneath the 
surface of these numbers. 

Immigrations and Customs Enforcement [ICE] deported 369,409 
people, the most in any year in U.S. history. ICE held an average 
of 37,429 people in immigration detention per day in Fiscal Year 
2008, more than any prior year on record. 

ICE initiated 1,191 work site enforcement investigations and ar- 
rested 6,287 people, the largest number since the formation of 
DHS, and U.S. Citizenship and Immigration Services [CIS] enrolled 
63,592 companies in the E-Verify program, more than tripling the 
number of participants in a computer-based system that verifies 
the work eligibility of new hires. 

These are remarkable figures, and they result from the signifi- 
cant investment the Subcommittee has made in ICE and CIS budg- 
ets since 2003, as well as the good efforts of other players. 

The figures also reflect how hard employees at DHS have worked 
to meet the goals set by the Department leadership. 

But rather than simply trumpeting new records set by DHS, this 
hearing also lets us review the broader implications of our invest- 
ments in these programs. 

This Subcommittee has made billions of dollars available for ICE 
and CIS since 2003. The questions we must all ask are: Have these 
huge investments produced what our country needs and expects 

( 915 ) 
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from the agencies enforcing our immigration laws? Is DHS 
prioritizing its resources most appropriately? 

A closer examination of the data may give some pause. Since 
2002, ICE has increased the deportation of noncriminals by 400 
percent while criminal deportations have only gone up 60 percent. 
Of the nearly 370,000 people deported by ICE, less than a third, 
or 114,358, had ever been convicted of a criminal offense; this, de- 
spite the fact that up to 450,000 criminals eligible for deportation 
are in penal custody in any given year, according to ICE’s figures. 

Less than one-quarter of those interdicted by ICE’s fugitive oper- 
ations teams last year have actually been convicted of criminal of- 
fenses. Over three-quarters of those arrested in ICE work site en- 
forcement raids last year were not charged with any crimes, save, 
of course, illegal presence in this country, and while CIS has 
worked to improve the accuracy of E-Verify, the most current sys- 
tem audit found troubling inaccuracies that prevent people from 
working, including the fact that one in 10 naturalized citizens are 
told, erroneously, that they cannot be employed in the U.S. 

Since becoming Chairman of this Subcommittee, I have empha- 
sized that ICE should have no higher priority than deporting those 
who have proven their intent, and their ability, to do harm and 
have been convicted of serious crimes. 

In 2008, we gave ICE $200 million to identify incarcerated crimi- 
nal aliens and remove them, once judged deportable. Last year, we 
directed ICE to use $1 billion of its resources to identify and re- 
move aliens convicted of crimes, whether in custody or at large, 
and mandated that this be ICE’s number-one mission. 

I continue to believe in the wisdom of this course and want to 
know how ICE plans to make more progress in identifying criminal 
aliens and deporting them once their sentences are complete. 

Since her confirmation, I have been encouraged by Secretary 
Napolitano’s public statements that she shares this perspective. We 
must make sure that the Department is setting the right priorities 
for immigration enforcement. 

Similarly, this Subcommittee has provided generous appropria- 
tions to CIS for improving the accuracy and usefulness of E-Verify. 
However, more than $120 million, or three-quarters of the funds 
appropriated over the last two years, remain unspent. 

So what we have, at present, is a government database that 
sometimes falsely tells citizens and other residents they cannot 
work while a fair amount of money to fix the problem gathers dust. 
I want to know what is being done to address this issue. 

Another area of concern to this Subcommittee is the role of local 
authorities in enforcing immigration law. While I think local law 
enforcement should support and cooperate with ICE, the terms of 
that relationship have to be defined very carefully. To that end, we 
mandated in the 2009 Appropriations Act that DHS better oversee 
local immigration enforcement agreements and make certain that 
their terms were being honored. 

Finally, I want to address recent reports that ICE released immi- 
grants arrested in a worksite enforcement raid in Washington 
State. Yesterday, after comments on this issue from our Ranking 
Member, I met personally with ICE to get the full story. 
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While ICE’s ongoing investigations limit what we can discuss in 
an open hearing, press reports that this represents a new policy, 
amnesty or otherwise, are simply not accurate. 

As part of its investigation, ICE has employed a longstanding 
law enforcement tactic by granting temporary immigration status 
to certain individuals, which does not permanently change the sta- 
tus of these immigrants. It is a tactic utilized in many past inves- 
tigations, and it does not represent, as far as we can tell, any 
change in work site enforcement policy. 

We are expecting that one of our ICE witnesses, Director Marcy 
Forman, will address these issues further in her testimony. How- 
ever, I do want to make it clear that we must be careful not to com- 
promise an ongoing investigation by drawing unnecessary attention 
to an authorized and routine DHS law enforcement tactic. 

Today’s three witnesses will help us understand DHS priorities 
in enforcing immigration law. 

Marcy Forman is the director of ICE investigations and, as such, 
oversees all ICE work site enforcement actions; David Venturella 
is executive director of the ICE Secure Communities program, 
which is supposed to ensure the agency’s first priority is, and re- 
mains, the identification and removal of people convicted of serious 
crimes who are eligible for deportation; Mike Aytes is the acting 
deputy director of CIS, which administers E-Verify and, of course, 
many other programs. 

Our witnesses will help us better understand how the Depart- 
ment prioritizes its immigration enforcement missions. Even with 
the generous resources DHS receives from Congress, there is a 
limit to what its agencies can do. It only makes sense for law en- 
forcement officers to address the most dangerous or threatening 
situations rather than simply pursuing the most convenient tar- 
gets. 

We want to ask each of you to provide a five-minute summary 
of your written testimony, which will, of course, be entered in the 
record in full. We will ask Ms. Forman to speak first, followed by 
Mr. Venturella, and then, finally, Mr. Aytes. 

Before you begin, however, let me turn to Ranking Member Rog- 
ers for his comments. 

[The information follows:] 
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Our hearing today focuses on the Department of Homeland Security’s priorities for enforcing immigration 
laws. In fiscal year 2008, DHS’s immigration agencies set several new records: 

• Immigration and Customs Enforcement, or ICE, deported 369,049 people, the most in any year in US 
history. 

• ICE held an average of 30,429 people in immigration detention per day, more than any prior year on 
record. 

• ICE initiated 1,191 worksite enforcement investigations, and arrested 6,287 people, the largest 
numbers since the formation of DHS. 

• U.S. Citizenship and Immigration Services, or CIS, enrolled 63,592 companies in the E- Verify 
program, more than tripling the number of participants in a computer-based system that verifies the 
work eligibility of new hires. 

Truly, these are remarkable figures, and they result from the significant investment this Subcommittee has 
made in ICE and CIS budgets since 2003. They also reflect how hard employees at DHS have worked to meet 
the goals set by the Department’s leadership. 

But rather than simply trumpeting new records set by DHS, this hearing also lets us review the broader 
implications of our investment in these programs. This Subcommittee has made billions of dollars available 
for ICE and CIS since 2003. The questions we must all ask are: have these huge investments produced what 
our country needs and expect from the agencies enforcing our immigration laws? Is DHS prioritizing its 
resources most appropriately? 

A closer examination of the data may give some pause: 

• Since 2002, ICE has increased the deportation of non-criminals by 400%, while criminal deportations 
have only gone up 60%. 
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• Of the nearly 370,000 deported by ICE, less than a third, or 1 14,358, had ever been convicted of a 
criminal offense. This, despite the fact that up to 450,000 criminals eligible for deportation are in 
penal custody in any given year, according to ICE’s figures. 

• Less than one-quarter of those interdicted by ICE’s Fugitive Operations Teams last year have actually 
been convicted of criminal offenses. 

• Over three-quarters of those arrested in ICE worksite enforcement raids last year were not charged 
with any crime. 

• While CIS has worked to improve the accuracy of E-Verify, the most current system audit found 
troubling inaccuracies that prevent people from working, including the fact that 1 in 10 naturalized 
citizens are being told they cannot be employed in the US. 

Since becoming Chairman of this Subcommittee, I have emphasized that ICE should have no higher 
priority than deporting those who have proved their intent and ability to do harm and have been convicted of 
serious crimes. In 2008, we gave ICE $200 million to identify incarcerated criminal aliens and remove them 
once judged deportable. Last year, we directed ICE to use $1 billion of its resources to identify and remove 
aliens convicted of crimes, whether in custody or at large, and mandated that this be ICE’s number one 
mission. I continue to believe in the wisdom of this course and want to know how ICE plans to make more 
progress identifying criminal aliens and deporting them once their sentences are complete. Since her 
confirmation, I have been encouraged by Secretary Napoiitano’s public statements that she shares this 
perspective. We must make sure the Department is setting the right priorities for immigration enforcement. 

Similarly, the Subcommittee has provided generous appropriations to CIS for improving the accuracy and 
usefulness of E-Verify. However, more than $120 million, or three-quarters of the funds appropriated over the 
last two years, remains unspent. So what we have at present is a government database falsely telling citizens 
and other residents they cannot work while a pile of money to fix the problem gathers dust. I’d like to know 
what is being done to address this issue. 

Another area of concern to this Subcommittee is the role of local authorities enforcing immigration law. 
While I think local law enforcement should support and cooperate with ICE, the terms of that relationship must 
be defined very carefully. To that end, we mandated in the 2009 Appropriations Act that the Department 
better oversee local immigration enforcement agreements and make certain that their terms were being 
honored. 

Lastly, I want to address recent reports that ICE released immigrants arrested in a worksite enforcement 
raid in Washington State. Yesterday, after comments on this issue from the Ranking Member, I met personally 
with ICE to get the full story. While ICE’s on-going investigations limit what we can discuss in an open 
hearing, press reports that this represents a new policy, “amnesty” or otherwise, are false. As part of its 
investigation, ICE has employed a longstanding law enforcement tactic by granting “temporary immigration 
status” to certain individuals, which does not permanently change the status of these immigrants; it is a tactic 
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utilized in many past investigations and does not represent any change in worksite enforcement policy. One of 
our ICE witnesses, Director Marcy Forman, will address these issues further in her testimony. However, 1 
want to make it clear we must be careful not to compromise an on-going investigation by drawing unnecessary 
attention to an authorized and routine DHS law enforcement tactic. 

Today’s three witnesses will help us understand DHS priorities enforcing immigration law. Marcy 
Forman is the Director of ICE Investigations, and as such oversees all ICE worksite enforcement actions. 

David Venturella is Executive Director of the ICE Secure Communities program, which is supposed to ensure 
the agency’s first priority is and remains the identification and removal of people convicted of serious crimes 
who are eligible for deportation. Mike Aytes is the Acting Deputy Director of CIS, which administers E- 
Verify. 

Our witnesses will help us better understand how the Department prioritizes its immigration enforcement 
missions. Even with the generous resources DHS receives from Congress, there is a limit to what its agencies 
can do. It only makes sense for law enforcement officers to address the most dangerous or threatening 
situations rather than simply pursuing the most convenient targets. 

Each of you should provide a 5-minute summary of your written testimony, which will be entered into the 
record in full. I will ask Ms. Forman to speak first, followed by Mr. Venturella, and then Mr. Aytes, Before 
you begin, however, let me turn to Ranking Member Rogers for his opening remarks. 

### 
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Opening Statement of Ranking Member Rogers 

Mr. Rogers. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Welcome to our distin- 
guished guests. 

Yesterday, we all woke up to some alarming news reports from 
Seattle indicating that ICE had not only released from custody, 
without bond, 28 known, confirmed illegal immigrants using false 
documents and had also given 24 of them work permits after hav- 
ing been released, allowing the group to go out and get jobs. 

This policy affects every law-abiding American citizen and is a 
slap in the face for those who are struggling every day to find a 
job in this economic downturn. 

Questionable enforcement practices such as these send a decid- 
edly mixed message and effectively put illegal immigrants at the 
front of the employment line, in front of American citizens seeking 
a job in these hard times. 

Now, I am cognizant of the sensitivities surrounding an ongoing 
criminal investigation of an employer, make no mistake, but I do 
intend to get some answers today on the consequences of these ap- 
parent new guidelines and their effect on the immigration enforce- 
ment missions of the Department; that is, the law. 

Having said that, I want to speak to the underlying issue of the 
day. Over the past few years, there has been a concerted effort to 
prioritize ICE’s enforcement resources towards the identification 
and removal of criminal aliens. There has also been a concerted 
push to improve the accuracy of E-Verify and the process for em- 
ployment verification. We were told, for so many years, employers 
could not be prosecuted for employing illegal aliens because they 
had no way to verify whether or not they were illegal. 

Well, now we have cured that with E-Verify. I support those ef- 
forts, including the notable initiative, spearheaded by Chairman 
Price, toward removal of criminal aliens, with the following cave- 
ats: One, that the emphasis upon criminal aliens is not at the ex- 
pense of other critical ICE missions; and, two, the push to improve 
and perfect E-Verify does not undermine the system’s usage. 

Unfortunately, what I have also seen taking shape, over the last 
two years, is an effort to use prioritization toward removal of crimi- 
nal aliens as a poorly veiled proxy for immigration reform. 

To those who see the 2010 bill as a vehicle for such reform, or 
are simply trying to deprive other vital immigration enforcement 
missions of already scarce resources, enough is enough. I say that 
that is exactly the wrong approach. 

Let us be serious about this debate. Every one of us supports ro- 
bust efforts to identify and remove illegal aliens who commit 
crimes, and every one of us supports an accurate, workable, E- 
Verify system. Nevertheless, recent calls from the administration 
and others to “reprioritize,” apply greater “scrutiny,” and “redirect” 
valuable ICE resources toward criminal alien investigations come 
at the detriment of other critical functions and missions of the De- 
partment; that is in the law. 

Let us be clear: ICE is a multimission agency with many prior- 
ities, including disrupting drug smuggling and human trafficking, 
stopping bulk cash shipments, cross-border child pornography, ille- 
gal export of weapons and munitions, and illicit trade practices, 
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protecting export of our national security secrets, conducting work 
site enforcement and document fraud prevention, combatting orga- 
nized criminal gangs and terrorist travel, and, of course, appre- 
hending, detaining, and deporting illegal immigrants. 

Which one of these missions is not a priority? I believe it is abun- 
dantly clear that ICE’s efforts in all of these areas are as vital to 
law enforcement as they are to homeland security. After all, every 
one of the 9/11 hijackers exploited the legal immigration system. 
None of them could have been classified as so-called “criminal 
aliens.” 

In the midst of a turbulent economic downturn, perhaps now is 
the absolute worst time to relax any effort that protects American 
workers from fraud, be it illegal imports or a job unlawfully filled 
by an illegal alien. 

So, as we discuss the priorities of immigration enforcement and 
employment verification here today, we must remember that it is 
the Congress that writes the law. ICE and CIS are charged with 
carrying out the law. 

To tell the dedicated men and women of these frontline agencies 
to pick and choose which laws to actually enforce is unacceptable 
to the Congress, and some of us will point that out as time goes 
by; be aware. 

ICE and CIS must have all available tools at their disposal to 
combat the wide range of threats currently confronting our country, 
and I, for one, want to see them succeed, and I wish you well in 
your work. 

[The information follows:] 
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Thank you, Mr. Chairman and welcome to our distinguished guests. 

Yesterday, we all woke up to some alarming news reports from Seattle, indicating 
that ICE had not only released from custody 28 known, confirmed illegal immigrants using 
false documents, but had given 24 of them work permits, allowing the group to go out and 
get jobs. Remarkably, I’ve since learned from the Department that this is “typical” policy 
and practice during major worksite enforcement investigations - a policy that precedes this 
Administration. 

This doesn’t make it any less alarming and needless to say, I have several concerns 
with this approach. This policy affects every law-abiding citizen in America and is an 
apparent slap in the face for those who are struggling every day in this economic 
downturn. Questionable enforcement practices such as these send a decidedly mixed 
message and effectively put illegal immigrants at the front of the employment line. 

While I’m cognizant of the sensitivities surrounding this ongoing criminal 
investigation, make no mistake — I do intend to get some answers today on the 
consequences of these guidelines and its effect on the immigration enforcement missions 
of the Department. 

Having said that, I want to speak to the underlying issue of the day. Over the past 
few years, there’s been a concerted effort to prioritize ICE’s enforcement resources 
towards the identification and removal of criminal aliens. There has also been a concerted 
push to improve the accuracy of E-Verify and the process for employment verification. 

I have supported these efforts - including the notable initiatives spearheaded by 
Chairman Price - with the following caveats: 


(1) That the emphasis upon criminal aliens is not at the expense of other, critical ICE 
missions; and 
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(2)The push to improve and perfect E-Verify doesn’t undermine the system’s usage. 

Unfortunately, what I have also seen taking shape over the last two years, is an 
effort to use “prioritization” as a poorly veiled proxy for immigration reform. 

To those who see the FY10 bill as a vehicle for such reform or are simply trying to 
deprive other, vital immigration enforcement missions of already scarce resources, enough 
is enough! I say that is exactly the wrong approach. 

Let’s be serious about this debate. Every one of us supports robust efforts to 
identify and remove illegal aliens who commit crimes. And, every one of us supports an 
accurate, workable E-Verify system. 

Nevertheless, recent calls from the Administration and others to “re-prioritize,” 
apply greater “scrutiny”, and “redirect” valuable ICE resources toward criminal alien 
investigations, come at the detriment of other critical functions and missions. 

Let’s be clear, ICE is a multi-mission agency with many priorities. Priorities that 
include: 

=> Disrupting drug smuggling and human trafficking; 

=> Stopping bulk cash shipments; cross-border child pornography; illegal export of 

weapons and munitions; and illicit trade practices; 

=> Protecting export of our national security secrets; 

=> Conducting worksite enforcement and document fraud prevention; 

=> Combating organized, criminal gangs and terrorist travel; and of course, 

=> Apprehending, detaining, and deporting illegal immigrants. 
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Which one of those missions is not a priority? I believe it’s abundantly clear that 
ICE’s efforts in all of these areas are as vital to law enforcement as they are to homeland 
security. 

After all, every one of the 9/1 1 hijackers exploited the legal immigration system— 
none of them could have been classified as so-called “criminal aliens”. 

And, in the midst of a turbulent economic downturn, perhaps now is the absolute 
worst time to relax any effort that protect American workers from fraud - be it illegal 
imports or a job unlawfully filled. 

So, as we discuss the “priorities” of immigration enforcement and employment 
verification here today, we must remember that it is Congress that writes the law. ICE and 
CIS are charged with carrying out the law. To tell the dedicated men and women of these 
frontline agencies to pick and choose which laws to actually enforce is simply misguided 
and unworkable. 

ICE and CIS must have all available tools at their disposal to combat the wide range 
of threats currently confronting our country. 

I, for one, want to see them succeed. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 


### 
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Mr. Price. Thank you. We will need to recess for a series of 
votes, and it is likely to be an extensive series, I am told. We will 
be back just as quickly as we possibly can. 

[Whereupon, at 10:15 a.m., a recess was taken.] 

Mr. Price. The Subcommittee will reconvene. We regret the 
delay, although it was unavoidable, given the institution we are 
working in. So here we are back with a delay, but we do want to 
go forward, and we will, first, turn to you, Ms. Forman. 

Opening Statement of Ms. Forman 

Ms. Forman. Chairman Price, Ranking Member Rogers, and dis- 
tinguished Members of the Subcommittee, on behalf of Secretary 
Napolitano and Acting Assistant Secretary Torres, thank you for 
the opportunity to discuss ICE’s enforcement priorities. 

ICE protects national security and upholds public safety by tar- 
geting transnational terrorists and other criminal networks that 
seek to exploit vulnerabilities at our borders. Indeed, the recent es- 
calation of violence along our southwest border by drug cartels and 
other criminal organizations demonstrates this point in very stark 
terms. 

Just last week, Secretary Napolitano announced an initiative 
that commits additional personnel to the southwest border, in- 
creased intelligence capabilities, and better coordination with state, 
local, and Mexican law enforcement authorities. 

Also last week, ICE, with our law enforcement partners, estab- 
lished two new border enforcement security task forces in New 
Mexico. After personally meeting with my counterparts at ATF, we 
have agreed to better integrate our combined border efforts by ex- 
changing dedicated resources between the ATF’s gun runner task 
forces and our best located on the southwest border. 

Now, I would like to highlight ICE’s immigration enforcement 
programs and initiatives that address many of the vulnerabilities 
at our borders and within our nation’s interior. These programs 
help prevent the exploitation of our immigration system and com- 
bat criminal activities associated with terrorists, human smuggling 
and trafficking, document and benefit fraud, transnational gangs, 
status violators, unauthorized employment, human rights violators, 
and money laundering. 

To support these enforcement programs, ICE uses all our tools 
to bring our investigations to a successful conclusion. Our ability 
to issue temporary immigration benefits to victims and cooperating 
witnesses, such as continued presence, parole, deferred action, and 
stays of removal, benefits not only ICE investigations but law en- 
forcement, as a whole. 

Criminal smuggling and trafficking organizations provide serv- 
ices that begin in countries of origin, pass through transit coun- 
tries, and finally reach into the United States. Organizations often 
charge thousands of dollars to smuggle aliens, including those indi- 
viduals who could pose a threat to this country. 

ICE proactively investigates international alien smuggling 
through a joint effort with the Department of Justice. The 
Extraterritorial Criminal Travel Strike Force, also known as 
“ECT,” formed in June 2006, combines our collective investigative, 
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prosecutorial, and intelligence resources to target, disrupt, and dis- 
mantle foreign-based, criminal-travel networks. 

ICE recognizes that combating transnational, alien-smuggling 
networks does not stop with the arrest and conviction of the alien 
smuggler. ICE also focuses on criminal organizations and individ- 
uals who commit identity and benefit fraud. 

To combat the vulnerabilities exploited by identity and document 
fraud organizations, ICE created Document and Benefit Fraud 
Task Forces in April 2006. There are currently 17 DBTFs located 
in major U.S. cities that serve as models for multi-agency coopera- 
tion. This cooperative effort leverages multiple law enforcement 
tools and authorities to investigate criminal organizations involved 
in immigration benefit fraud and the manufacturing and distribu- 
tion of fraudulent identity documents. 

Within these task forces, ICE works with U.S. Citizenship and 
Immigration Services, the Department of Labor, the Social Security 
Administration, the U.S. Postal Service, the Department of State, 
and state and local law enforcement agencies. 

Opportunities for employment remain a primary motivation for 
aliens seeking illegal entry into the United States. As noted by Sec- 
retary Napolitano, ICE’s work site enforcement program targets 
unscrupulous employers who subject unauthorized workers to poor 
or unsafe working conditions, pay substandard wages, or employ 
them in industries that could compromise our nation’s critical in- 
frastructure. 

ICE’s multifaceted work site enforcement strategy targets em- 
ployers whose business model is based upon exploiting an unau- 
thorized workforce and employers who place our national security 
at risk. 

ICE has restructured the work site administrative fine process, 
and we expect that the increased use of administrative fines will 
result in meaningful penalties for those who engage in employment 
of unauthorized workers. 

ICE has implemented a debarment policy that prevents employ- 
ers from receiving federal contracts when they are in violation of 
work site laws. Since July 2008, eleven companies and nine indi- 
viduals have been debarred. 

I would like to highlight three of our national security programs: 
our participation on the Joint Terrorism Task Force, our Compli- 
ance Enforcement program, and the Human Rights Violator pro- 
gram. 

ICE is the second-largest federal participant on the JTTF. Our 
broad immigration and customs authorities are critical in the con- 
duct of successful terrorism investigations. Last year, ICE agents 
initiated more than 1,300 investigations, in concert with the JTTF, 
resulting in 433 civil immigration arrests and 215 criminal arrests, 
the majority for immigration-related offenses. 

ICE’s Compliance Enforcement Unit focuses on preventing ter- 
rorists and other criminals from exploiting the Nation’s immigra- 
tion system. The CEU develops cases from national registration 
systems that allow ICE to identify people who violate their immi- 
gration status. Since 2003, more than 6,000 civil immigration ar- 
rests have been made as a result of CEU investigations. 
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In April 2008, ICE established the Human Rights Violators and 
War Crimes program, which targets those individuals who have en- 
tered the United States under false or fraudulent pretenses and 
have been linked or associated to regimes or countries engaged in 
war crimes, torture, or genocide. 

Our most notable success was the recent prosecution of Charles 
Emmanuel Taylor, who was sentenced to 97 years for committing 
acts of torture in Liberia. This case was the first successful pros- 
ecution under the criminal torture statute. 

As you heard from Secretary Napolitano during our hearing in 
February, DHS places great value on our relationship with state 
and local governments. ICE’s gang initiative, Operation Commu- 
nity Shield, was established in February 2005. 

Through this program, ICE shares intelligence and information 
on transnational gang members with our federal, state, and local 
partners. The initiative focuses on the disruption, dismantling, and 
prosecution of transnational gangs who use violence and threats of 
violence to control territory and instill fear in American commu- 
nities. 

To date, ICE agents, in collaboration with our law enforcement 
partners, have arrested more than 12,000 known gang members 
and associates. The majority of those arrests were based on viola- 
tions of immigration law. 

On behalf of the men and women of ICE, I thank the Sub- 
committee for its continued support, and I am pleased to respond 
to any questions. Thank you. 

[The information follows:] 
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Chairman Price, Ranking Member Rogers, and distinguished Members of the 
Subcommittee: On behalf of Secretary Napolitano and Acting Assistant Secretary 
Torres, 1 would like to thank you for the opportunity to discuss U.S. Immigration and 
Customs Enforcement’s (ICE) immigration enforcement efforts. ICE has the most 
expansive investigative authority and largest force of investigators in the Department of 
Homeland Security (DHS). We protect national security and uphold public safety by 
targeting transnational terrorist and other criminal networks that seek to exploit 
vulnerabilities at our borders. 

While I am here today to discuss ICE’s immigration enforcement work, I would like to 
note for the record that ICE’s experience in the investigation of the conduct of border 
crime reveals that the criminal organizations who exploit our immigration and trade 
systems do so for one reason: profit. Each day, these organizations smuggle contraband, 
people, and goods — whatever the market will bear. Thus, while immigration 
enforcement is a key component of ICE’s mission, we cannot and do not establish 
enforcement priorities in a stove-piped fashion. Instead, we target the organizations who 
exploit our legitimate trade, travel, and financial systems with all our enforcement 
authorities to ensure that cross-border crime is attacked from every possible angle. 

Indeed, the recent escalation of violence along our southwest border, by drug cartels and 
other criminal organizations, demonstrates this point in very stark terms. This violence 
requires a comprehensive and bilateral effort and in response, on January 30, 2009, 
Secretary Napolitano issued an Immigration and Border Security Action Directive to 
focus the Department’s wide-ranging authorities, priorities, and efforts on immigration 

and border security on this plague of violence. 

2 
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And on March 24, she announced several southwest border initiatives designed to crack 
down on Mexican drug cartels through enhanced border security. The plan calls for 
additional personnel, increased intelligence capability and better coordination with state, 
local and Mexican law enforcement authorities. With violence escalating across the 
border, DHS will increase personnel and improve screening and technology to help 
Mexico target illegal guns, drugs and cash. 

ICE is completely engaged in the Federal Government’s fight against terrorism and other 
criminal activity. We work continually to thwart the illegal export of weapons and 
sensitive technology; seize illicit proceeds; interdict the smuggling of humans and 
dangerous drugs; halt the importation of tainted, substandard and counterfeit 
commodities; and disable the human trafficking networks that endanger human life and 
national security. Using all our available statutory authorities is critical to ICE’s ability 
to fulfill its mission effectively, as those that smuggle people across our borders today 
will seek to smuggle drugs, humans, weapons, or terror tomorrow. In the last six years, 
we have made tremendous progress in combating these threats. 

The criminal organizations we face are driven not by what they smuggle, but by profit 
and nothing else. With this in mind, ICE and its law enforcement partners must be fully 
equipped to address all illegal smuggling across our nation’s borders. To address this 
myriad of criminal threats, ICE has a strategy to thwart the terrorist and other criminal 
threats by targeting the “continuum of crime.” This strategy focuses investigative and 
enforcement efforts on criminal elements by: identifying and mitigating threats outside of 
the United States; partnering with other Federal, foreign and local agencies to target 


3 



933 


crime along U.S. borders; and ensuring security within the United States by investigating 
and prosecuting border-related crime. 

ICE recognizes that this mission requires the fostering of close relationships with 
international partners, state and local law enforcement, and private industry. ICE works 
with foreign governments and the private sector to investigate and share information on 
crimes before the crimes reach our borders. ICE has over 50 attache offices in embassies 
and consulates worldwide. At the borders, ICE relies upon its relationship with U.S. 
Customs and Border Protection (CBP) to interdict the people, money, and materials that 
threaten our homeland. In addition, our investigative mission builds upon the interdiction 
work performed by CBP and makes the United States safer. 

Today, I would like to take this opportunity to discuss and highlight ICE’s immigration 
enforcement programs and the initiatives that address vulnerabilities at our borders and 
prevent the exploitation of our immigration system. These programs have been established 
to combat criminal activities associated with terrorists, human smuggling and trafficking, 
document and benefit fraud, transnational gangs, human rights violators, and money 
laundering. ICE also focuses on compliance enforcement and worksite enforcement, which 
I will address later in my testimony. 


HUMAN SMUGGLING AND TRAFFICKING 

Criminal smuggling and trafficking organizations provide services that begin in countries 
of origin, pass through transit countries, and finally reach into the United States. ICE 
proactively attacks groups engaged in human smuggling and trafficking by initiating 
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investigations beyond the U.S. borders. Organizations can charge thousands of dollars to 
smuggle aliens into the United States, including those individuals who could pose a threat 
to the country. While ICE investigations target the crime of alien smuggling, we recognize 
that these crimes also have victims, including some smuggled aliens that are exploited 
through forced labor, or forced to work in commercial sex networks. Accordingly, ICE 
works aggressively with non-governmental organizations to identify trafficking victims, 
bring smugglers and traffickers to justice, and increase public awareness of modern-day 
slavery. 

ICE has identified various methods and routes used by criminal networks to smuggle 
people into the United States. To target these smuggling methods and routes, we and the 
U.S. Department of Justice (DOJ) formed the Extraterritorial Criminal Travel (ECT) Strike 
Force in June 2006 and combined our investigative, prosecutorial and intelligence 
resources to target and aggressively pursue, disrupt and dismantle foreign-based criminal 
travel networks. Working with our partners in the intelligence community, we identify and 
target significant human smugglers for intensive investigation. 

In August 2006, the ECT Strike Force initiated an alien smuggling investigation of 
Mohammed Kamel IBRAHIM and Sampson BOATENG for smuggling aliens from special 
interest countries, namely Ethiopia, Eritrea, and Somalia. These men were responsible for 
recruiting aliens, establishing travel routes, and facilitating the aliens’ transportation into 
the United States. Additionally, these men obtained both fraudulent and genuine travel 
documents for the smuggled aliens from a corrupt foreign government official. As a result 
of our investigation, IBRAHIM and BOATENG plead guilty to alien smuggling violations, 
and were sentenced to prison. 
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ICE recognizes that combating transnational alien smuggling networks does not stop with 
the arrest and conviction of alien smugglers. Although we have demonstrated success in 
this area, we have also focused on criminal organizations and individuals who commit 
identity or benefit fraud. 

DOCUMENT AND BENEFIT FRAUD TASK FORCES 

To combat the vulnerabilities exploited by identity and document fraud organizations and 
to maintain the integrity of our Nation’s immigration system, ICE created the Document 
and Benefit Fraud Task Forces (DBFTF) in April 2006. There are currently 17 task 
forces located in major cities throughout the country, which serve as models for multi- 
agency cooperation in conducting identity and benefit fraud investigations. 

This cooperative effort leverages multiple law enforcement tools and authorities to 
identify, disrupt, and dismantle criminal organizations involved in immigration benefit 
fraud and the manufacturing and distribution of fraudulent identity documents, including 
U.S. passports, birth certificates, state-issued identification cards, social security cards, 
and alien registration documents. In these taskforces, ICE works with U.S. Citizenship 
and Immigration Services (USC1S), the Department of Labor, the Social Security 
Administration, U.S. Postal Service, the Department of State, and various state and local 
law enforcement agencies. 

In February 2007, our Special Agent in Charge (SAC) Chicago office initiated a wire 
interception as part of a DBFTF investigation, Operation Paper Tiger into an international 
fraudulent document manufacturing and vending organization operating in the Chicago 


6 




936 


neighborhood, “Little Village.” The investigation revealed that this organization 
generated approximately $5 million per year in illicit funds selling counterfeit driver’s 
licenses, alien registration cards, Social Security cards and other government documents. 
To date, this investigation has resulted in 51 criminal arrests, 60 indictments, 22 
convictions and the seizure of more than $400,000. In addition, two members of this 
organization were linked to murders committed in Mexico. 

WORKSITE ENFORCEMENT 

Opportunities for employment remain a primary motivation for aliens seeking illegal 
entry into the United States. As noted recently by Secretary Napolitano, ICE’s worksite 
enforcement program targets unscrupulous employers who prey upon these aliens by 
subjecting them to poor or unsafe working conditions or paying them sub-standard 
wages. ICE’s multi-faceted worksite enforcement strategy targets employers, whose 
business model is based upon exploiting an unauthorized workforce, and employers who 
place our national security at risk by employing unauthorized workers in the sensitive 
industries in our Nation’s critical infrastructure. 

Employers hire undocumented workers for reasons such as: obtaining a financial 
advantage over their competitors by paying lower wages, offering few if any benefits, 
failing to comply with tax laws, and avoiding health and safety related complaints. 

ICE focuses on the most egregious violators, namely employers who engage in human 
smuggling, identity theft, and social security fraud. ICE also focuses on employers who 
use undocumented workers at our Nation’s critical infrastructure sites, including airports. 
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In crafting our worksite enforcement strategy, ICE has restructured the worksite 
administrative fine process to build a more vigorous program. ICE has established and 
distributed to all field offices guidance about the issuance of administrative fines and 
standardized criteria for the imposition of such fines. We expect that the increased use of 
the administrative fines process will result in meaningful penalties for those who engage 
in the employment of unauthorized workers. 

ICE has also implemented a debarment policy that prevents employers from receiving 
Federal contracts when they are in violation of worksite laws. Offending employers may 
be excluded from doing business with the Federal Government or from receiving loans 
under the Recovery Act. Since the program began in July 2008, 1 1 companies and nine 
individuals have been disbarred. 

However, we are not interested simply in a punitive approach to worksite enforcement. 
Our goal is an approach that incorporates compliance and prevention. To this end, ICE 
has established a robust industry outreach program, our IMAGE (ICE Mutual Agreement 
between Government and Employers) program. Since 2006, ICE has partnered with 
industry to provide “best practices,” training, and recommended tools industry can use to 
comply with worksite laws and requirements. Currently there are 46 IMAGE members, 
associates, and endorsees of the program. In FY 2008, ICE outreach coordinators in our 
26 field offices made IMAGE presentations to more than 8,300 businesses. 

Based on our comprehensive strategy to address worksite enforcement, we believe that we 
are creating the conditions of a culture of industry compliance. 

NATIONAL SECURITY 
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As mentioned, ICE programs are designed to combat national security and public safety 
vulnerabilities. I would like to highlight three of our national security programs: our 
participation on the Joint Terrorism Task Forces (JTTF), our Compliance Enforcement 
program, and the Fluman Rights Violator program. 

ICE is the second largest federal participant on the JTTFs. Our broad immigration and 
customs authorities are critical in the conduct of successful terrorism investigations. In 
October 2008, a prominent imam, who was identified as the principal contact in the United 
States for a designated terrorist organization linked to Al-Qa’ida, the Taliban, and Pakistani 
militant groups, was removed from the United States. Working as a part of the JTTF, ICE 
used its immigration authorities to target and then remove this individual from the United 
States. During FY 2008, ICE agents initiated more than 1,300 investigations in concert 
with the JTTF, resulting in 433 administrative arrests and 215 criminal arrests, the majority 
for immigration-related offenses. 

ICE’s Compliance Enforcement Unit (CEU) focuses on preventing terrorists and other 
criminals from exploiting the Nation’s immigration system. The CEU develops cases 
from national registration systems, including the National Security Entry/Exit 
Registration System (NSEERS); the United States Visitor and Immigrant Status Indicator 
Technology (US-VISIT); and the Student and Exchange Visitor Information System 
(SEVIS). These registration systems allow ICE to access critical information to identify 
people who violate their terms of their immigration status or overstay their authorized 
period of admission. The CEU works closely with the intelligence community to 
maintain a risk-based system to prioritize the hundreds of thousands of potential 
nonimmigrant violators. This risk-based system ensures that ICE investigative resources 
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are targeted at individuals most likely to present security concerns. Since 2003, more 
than 6,000 administrative arrests have been made as a result of CEU investigations. 

HUMAN RIGHTS VIOLATORS AND WAR CRIMES 

In April 2008, ICE established the Human Rights Violators and War Crimes program. 

This program targets those individuals who have entered the United States under false 
and/or fraudulent pretenses and have been linked or associated to regimes and/or 
countries engaged in war crimes, torture, or genocide. Our most notable success was the 
recent prosecution of Charles Emmanuel Taylor (Chuckie Taylor), the son of former 
Liberian president Charles Taylor, who was sentenced to 97 years for committing acts of 
torture in Liberia. This case was the first successful prosecution under the criminal 
torture statute. 

OPERATION COMMUNITY SHIELD 

As you heard from the Secretary during her hearing in February, DHS places great value on 
our relationships with state and local governments. ICE’s gang initiative. Operation 
Community Shield, established in February 2005, demonstrates how these relationships can 
benefit our communities. Through this program, we share intelligence and information on 
transnational gang members with other Federal, State, and local partners. The initiative 
focuses on the disruption, dismantling, and prosecution of transnational gangs who use 
violence and threats of violence to control territory and instill fear in American 
communities. Since its inception, ICE agents, in close collaboration with our law 
enforcement partners, have arrested more than 12,200 known gang members and 
associates. The majority of those arrests were based on the gang members’ violations of 
immigration law. 
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A recent example of our success was the ICE-!ed into the transnational gang, Mara 
Salvatrucha (“MS-13”) investigation, Operation Devil Homs. On October 16, 2008, we 
saw a 51-count criminal indictment returned against 31 MS-13 gang members, of which 19 
are facing Racketeer Influenced and Corrupt Organizations Act (RICO) charges for various 
violent offenses. 

CONCLUSION 

ICE has designed programs and initiatives to address the Nation’s national security and 
public safety concerns. Applying both our immigration and customs authorities, which 
target the illicit flow of people, goods, and money, ICE can effectively address all types of 
cross border criminal activity, which makes our homeland safer for everyone, citizens and 
immigrants alike. 


On behalf of the men and women of ICE, 1 thank the Subcommittee and its distinguished 
members for your continued support of our work. I look forward to working with you in 
the future and I would be pleased to respond to any questions. 


II 
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WASHINGTON STATE CRIMINAL INVESTIGATION 

Mr. Price. Before we turn to Mr. Venturella, I would appreciate, 
Ms. Forman, if you could, giving whatever response you feel you 
can to the matter I raised in my opening statement about the inci- 
dents in Washington State and whatever you can say without com- 
promising the ongoing investigation. I think we need to have that 
at the front end of the hearing, and my questions will focus on 
other matters, but I do want to give you a chance to say what we 
should know about that. 

Ms. Forman. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and thank you for the 
opportunity for allowing me to respond. 

This case we are talking about is in Washington State. It is an 
ongoing criminal investigation, so my ability to talk about the spe- 
cifics is very limited. 

What I can tell you is that, as we currently speak and meet here, 
there is a criminal search warrant being executed by ICE agents 
in Washington State to further the criminal investigation of this 
company in the employment of illegal aliens. This is being done in 
conjunction with the U.S. Attorney’s Office in the Western District 
of Washington. 

In regards to the tools used in the release of the illegal work- 
force, “deferred action” is the legal term given in terms of what 
these employers were authorized, and what this tool allows is for 
the U.S. Government and the Defense the opportunity to work with 
these illegal aliens and elicit statements from these illegal aliens 
in pursuit of the criminal case. 

This is done in conjunction with the U.S. Attorney’s Office, in 
terms of their prosecutorial strategy, to further the investigation. 
They were released with conditions. They were all processed. All of 
their identifying data was obtained, and there are conditions to 
this deferred action. 

First of all, it is a temporary form of release of immigration bene- 
fits. It can be taken at any time, and the conditions are very lim- 
iting. These individuals must report in weekly to an ICE agent, 
and they must meet at least twice a month with an ICE agent, and 
these conditions can be increased as needed, based on the needs. 

Each one of these individuals was vetted for national security 
and threat analysis and were then provided with this benefit. 

Mr. Price. Thank you. Mr. Venturella. 

Opening Statement of Mr. Venturella 

Mr. Venturella. Thank you, Chairman Price and Ranking 
Member Rogers, for the opportunity to appear before this distin- 
guished Subcommittee. 

On March 28, 2008, I submitted a strategic plan entitled “Secure 
Communities: A Comprehensive Plan To Identify and Remove 
Criminal Aliens,” also known as “CIRCA.” 

On behalf of Secretary Janet Napolitano and Acting Assistant 
Secretary John Torres, I would like to thank you for the oppor- 
tunity to discuss ICE’s efforts to identify and remove criminal 
aliens. 

I want to express my gratitude to the Subcommittee for the re- 
sources it has provided over the past two fiscal years and, in par- 
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ticular, Chairman Price, for your strong support of our efforts to 
identify and track criminal aliens. 

Secretary Napolitano has made the identification and removal of 
criminal aliens a top priority for ICE. Pursuant to her action direc- 
tive to examine the broad range of the Department’s authorities 
and efforts on immigration and border security, ICE is examining 
how it might accelerate the deployment of the Secure Communities/ 
CIRCA programs I am discussing with you today. 

The focus of Secure Communities/CIRCA is the identification and 
removal of criminal aliens. We are focusing on improved informa- 
tion sharing at all levels of government, but especially with our 
state and local partners, to more quickly and accurately identify 
criminal aliens in custody and at large, to prioritize our enforce- 
ment actions, focusing first on the most dangerous criminal aliens, 
and to transform the processes and systems used to detain and 
transport criminal aliens. 

ICE is using biometric technology in a new and effective way to 
alert us of potential criminal aliens as they enter the criminal jus- 
tice process, especially those who are released without being incar- 
cerated. 

Let me illustrate the importance of this enhancement. Recently, 
in Mesa, Arizona, an individual was booked for a minor crime and 
subsequently released on bail. Because the biometric identification 
feature had been deployed to that booking facility, the person’s fin- 
gerprints were automatically sent to DHS. 

The search revealed that the individual, though now released on 
bail, was an associate of a violent criminal gang. He had previous 
convictions for aggravated assault with a deadly weapon, 
endangerment, gang-related threats, and intimidation. He had also 
been deported three years ago, after serving more than seven years 
in an Arizona Department of Corrections prison, and he was in the 
United States illegally. 

This information was automatically sent to our local detention 
and removal office, who located him and took him into immigration 
custody within hours. 

Our goal is to make available the biometric identification capa- 
bility to more than 3,100 sites in the United States. As of today, 
we have deployed this capability to 48 sites in seven states, serving 
2,100 booking locations. 

From the initial deployment this past October, ICE has already 
used this biometric identification capability to identify over 19,000 
criminal aliens, including 1,436 that have been identified as dan- 
gerous criminal aliens. All 1,436 aliens have either been removed 
or are in the removal process. 

As the capacity to identify criminal aliens expands with the de- 
ployment of this technology, the number of known criminal aliens 
will rapidly increase. To accommodate this increased volume, we 
must change the way we prioritize our enforcement actions. We 
have adopted a risk-based strategy that focuses, first, on criminal 
aliens who pose the greatest threat to our communities. 

To manage this increased workload and prudently scale the sys- 
tem capabilities, we are classifying all criminal aliens based on the 
severity of the crimes they have been convicted of. 
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For example, the highest-risk category includes those individuals 
who have been convicted of violent crimes, such as murder, man- 
slaughter, rape, robbery, kidnapping, or major drug offenses. Iden- 
tifying and removing these dangerous criminal aliens are the pro- 
gram’s highest priorities and remain the focus of our efforts. 

This risk-based strategy also gives us greater flexibility. For in- 
stance, we have now made it a top priority to first deploy this capa- 
bility to areas along the southwest border, based on the emerging 
risk from increased drug-related violence there. This will directly 
impact enforcement efforts at or near the border but will also have 
an indirect impact and benefit for communities far from the border. 

As we deploy these new capabilities, we are using models to ana- 
lyze the impact of an increased number of identified dangerous 
criminal aliens. With this analysis, we will identify resource and 
system improvements required in the detention and removal proc- 
esses. 

For example, we will automate how we manage bed space and 
transportation, and we will track criminal aliens from the time we 
take them into custody until they are removed from the United 
States. 

In summary, Mr. Chairman, I believe we are taking the nec- 
essary steps to improve and modernize the way we identify crimi- 
nal aliens and remove them from the United States as soon as 
practicable. 

By working with immigration enforcement partners inside and 
outside of ICE, we are looking to leverage the new capabilities of 
this program for maximum impact, and we are proceeding with its 
deployment in a way that we believe is prudent, fiscally sound, and 
protects individual rights and liberties. 

We appreciate both your personal support, Mr. Chairman, and 
the support of Congress in our efforts to secure our nation’s com- 
munities. I would ask that my complete written testimony be ac- 
cepted into the record, and I would be pleased to answer any of 
your questions at this time. 

[The information follows:] 
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Thank you. Chairman Price, for the opportunity to appear before this distinguished 
Subcommittee. I am David Venturella, the Executive Director for the Secure Communities 
Program, at Immigration and Customs Enforcement (ICE). On behalf of Secretary Janet 
Napolitano and Acting Assistant Secretary John Torres, I would like to thank you for the 
opportunity to discuss ICE’s efforts to identify and remove criminal aliens. 

I want to express my gratitude to the Committee for the resources it has provided, and in 
particular, Chairman Price, for your strong support of our efforts to identify and track criminal 
aliens. To implement the Committee’s requirement in the Fiscal Year (FY) 2008 Department of 
Homeland Security (DHS) Appropriation Act for ICE to “improve and modernize efforts to 
identify aliens convicted of a crime, sentenced to imprisonment, and who may be deportable, and 
remove them from the United States once they are judged deportable,” ICE submitted a strategic 
plan, “Secure Communities: A Comprehensive Plan to Identify and Remove Criminal Aliens 
(Secure Communities/CIRCA),” to you on March 24, 2008. Then, in FY 2009, at the 
Committee’s direction and with resources that the Committee provided, ICE expanded the 
program for deportable criminal aliens, regardless of whether they are in custody or at-large. 

Secretary Napolitano has made the identification and removal of criminal aliens a top priority for 
ICE. As part of her overall review of immigration and border security efforts, on January 30, she 
issued an action directive to examine the broad range of the Department’s authorities and efforts 
on immigration and border security, including how the Department works with state and local 
partners and how the Department pursues criminal and fugitive aliens. She specifically asked 
ICE to examine how it might accelerate Secure Communities/CIRCA program’s deployment. 
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We are reviewing how we can do just that, including studying how current ICE staffing can be 
dedicated to support deployment, the possible acceleration of key acquisitions to ensure adequate 
infrastructure to support the increased number of identified criminal aliens, and the acceleration 
of the technology rollout. 

Our Secure Communities/CIRCA plan is a comprehensive effort to increase national security and 
community safety by identifying, processing, and removing deportable criminal aliens, 
beginning with those who pose the greatest known risk to public safety. 

It has four strategic goals: 

* Identify and process all criminal aliens amenable for removal while in federal, state, and 
local custody; 

■ Enhance current detention strategies to ensure no removable criminal alien is released 
into the community due to a lack of detention space or an appropriate alternative to 
detention; 

■ Implement removal initiatives that shorten the time criminal aliens remain in ICE custody 
prior to removal, thereby maximizing the use of detention resources and reducing cost; 
and 

■ Maximize cost effectiveness and long term success through deterrence and reduced 
recidivism of criminal aliens returning to the United States. 

To achieve these goals, we must improve our information sharing with federal, state, local, and 
tribal law enforcement. Our efforts build upon the success that ICE has already seen in its other 
interactions with these law enforcement agencies such as ICE’s effort to identify incarcerated 
criminal aliens by its physical presence at federal, state, and local institutions, the Criminal Alien 
Program (CAP), and the 287(g) program, where ICE delegates the authority to enforce 
immigration law to trained state and local law enforcement. 
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Through Secure Communities/CIRCA, ICE will be able to accurately and quickly IDENTIFY 
criminal aliens in federal, state, and local custody and those at-large in our communities; 
PRIORITIZE enforcement actions to ensure apprehension and removal of dangerous criminal 
aliens; and TRANSFORM criminal alien enforcement processes and systems to achieve lasting 
results and enhance ICE’s homeland security mission. 

IDENTITY : 

To identify all criminal aliens in federal, state, and local custody as well as those aliens not in 
custody, ICE is using fingerprint biometric identification technology in a new and powerful way. 
Specifically, we are using the United States Visitor and Immigrant Status Indicator Technology 
Program (US-VISIT) Automated Biometric Identification System (IDENT) and the Federal 
Bureau of Investigation (FBI) Criminal Justice Information Services Division’s Integrated 
Automated Fingerprint Identification System (IAFIS) databases to provide state and local law 
enforcement with the ability to search a subject’s criminal history and immigration identify 
information automatically. 

Let me begin by explaining the current process. Currently, when individuals are arrested and 
booked at a local jail (regardless of their immigration status), they are fingerprinted. Those 
fingerprints are then run against the FBI criminal database and the results of that search are 
returned to the local law enforcement agency. If a state or local law enforcement agency wants to 
conduct a comprehensive check of immigration status, it must contact DHS separately. Those 
immigration checks are then performed manually by DHS personnel. 
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Under the Secure Communities/CIRCA program, that same fingerprint information will be 
automatically checked against the DHS immigration biometric database (IDENT) and then the 
results of that search will be shared with local law enforcement and the local ICE office. 

State and local law enforcement and ICE can use this technology to identify criminal aliens 
biometrically as opposed to the current name-based identification. Biometric identification will 
save time, significantly improve the accuracy of criminal alien identification, and allow ICE and 
state and local law enforcement to identify criminal aliens early in the criminal justice process. 
This will provide huge benefits to state and local law enforcement. 

First, the automatic database searches will become part of the regular criminal booking process, 
following any arrest by state or local law enforcement. Secondly, these searches will require 
minimal additional effort or expense for the state or local enforcement, and will cut down on the 
amount of time that state or local law enforcement agencies spend waiting for the manual DHS 
check of immigration status. These automatic searches should also minimize claims of ethnic or 
racial profiling with immigration enforcement since the fingerprints of all persons arrested and 
booked will be processed through the system, regardless of race, nationality, or ethnicity. 

There are also benefits for ICE. We will be able to confirm identity more accurately and faster. 
Through the use of biometrics, ICE law enforcement personnel will no longer have to sift 
through extensive lists of encountered individuals to identify those with common names or 
multiple aliases to determine which immigration records relate to each query. Manual queries 
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are cumbersome, may not produce a definitive answer, and take ICE enforcement personnel a 
much longer time to process. 

ICE will also be able to identify a larger number of criminal aliens by moving identification 
earlier in the criminal justice process. Currently, we identify the majority of those aliens through 
CAP after they have already been incarcerated. Under CAP, teams of ICE personnel work with 
local law enforcement agencies to identify and remove incarcerated criminal aliens in state and 
local prisons and jails. In some cases, criminals with a violent criminal history and who have 
been previously removed from the United States might be arrested on minor charges but never 
incarcerated and thus, avoided detection by ICE. Alternatively, criminal aliens with violent 
criminal histories (that would make them subject to removal) might avoid incarceration, even 
when convicted, as a part of a plea agreement, and never be screened by a CAP team. 

Through SC/CIRCA, each of ICE’s Detention and Removal Operations (DRO) field offices will 
be notified of any potential immigration match from these automatic database checks and can 
take action quickly even if the dangerous criminal alien is no longer in custody. Let me illustrate 
the importance of this enhancement with an example. Recently in Phoenix, Arizona an 
individual was booked for a minor crime and subsequently released on bail. Because the 
biometric identification feature of SC/CIRCA had been deployed to that booking facility, the 
person’s fingerprints were automatically sent to DBS for an immigration query. The query 
revealed that the individual, though released on bail, was an associate of the Los Compitas Mesa 
gang. He had previous convictions for aggravated assault with a deadly weapon, endangerment, 
and gang-related threatening and intimidation. It also indicated that he had been deported three 
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years ago after serving more than seven years in an Arizona Department of Corrections prison 
and was in the United States illegally. This information was automatically sent to the Phoenix 
ICE Detention and Removal office, who took immediate action, located the individual and took 
him into immigration custody within hours. Under the old system, that person would still be on 
the streets of Phoenix. 

As of today, we have implemented automatic biometric identification at 48 sites in seven states, 
serving 2,100 booking locations. We estimate that this will produce approximately 1,104,000 
million fingerprint submissions per year. From the first deployment of this technology in 
October 2008, through the end of February of this year, we have processed more than 1 17,000 
fingerprint submissions, which have resulted in the identification of over 12,000 criminal aliens, 
862 of whom to date have been identified as dangerous criminals, those charged or convicted of 
Level 1 offenses. Of this subset, 117 dangerous criminal aliens have already been removed from 
the United States, another 331 dangerous criminal aliens are currently in removal proceedings, 
and the remaining 414 are awaiting the outcome of removal proceedings. 

Over time, we expect the number of identified dangerous criminal aliens to significantly increase 
as we make deployments to areas with denser populations of criminals. We deploy this 
technology based on risk, including the amount of criminal activity. For example, we have 
made the southwest border area a top priority because of the recent surge in criminal gang 
activity and drug related violence along the border. And while we have already deployed to 
many locations in that region, we will expedite the deployment to even more locations in those 
border communities as part of the Secretary’s border security initiative. 
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We target our efforts at identifying criminal aliens as early as possible, such as during the 
booking process. However, we recognize that there are many dangerous criminal aliens already 
incarcerated or at large in our communities who should be identified and placed into immigration 
proceedings. As such, we will also deploy biometric identification in other phases of the 
enforcement process and with other existing ICE programs to identify dangerous criminal aliens 
currently incarcerated or at large. For example, we will soon begin a pilot program in Florida, 
where ICE will review the records of all individuals on parole or probation and run their 
fingerprints against the immigration biometric database. 

However, we recognize that while using biometric identification technology is an efficient and 
effective method for identification, some criminal aliens’ fingerprints are not in the biometric 
databases. If immigration and law enforcement authorities have never encountered and 
fingerprinted these individuals, their fingerprints are not in these systems. Since the vast 
majority of individuals who claim to be foreign nationals will be identified as aliens through 
IDENT’s biometric identification technology, ICE will be able to effectively allocate its 
resources to ensure that ICE agents are able to conduct interviews of the other individuals, whose 
data is not in law enforcement or immigration databases, to determine whether individuals are 
aliens . 

PRIORITIZE : 

Our automation efforts and expansion of our capacity to identify criminal aliens will, in the near 
term, increase the number of known criminal aliens. To accommodate this increased volume, we 
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must continue to refine the way we prioritize enforcement actions. We have enhanced ICE’s 
risk-based strategy that prioritizes the identification and removal of the criminal aliens who pose 
the greatest threat to our communities by developing classification levels for all criminal aliens 
based on the seriousness of their crimes and the totality of their criminal history. For example, 
the highest risk category includes those individuals who have been convicted of violent crimes 
such as murder, manslaughter, rape, robbery, and kidnapping or major drug offenses. This 
category is our highest priority and the main focus of our efforts. 

As we deploy the biometric identification technology across the country, we will have the most 
complete data set related to criminal aliens to date. With this data, we will be able to predict and 
forecast the locations where we may encounter the greatest numbers of current and future 
criminal alien populations based on past experience and an examination of trends overtime. . 
ICE can then allocate resources and services to ensure the most violent criminal aliens are 
detained and removed from the United States. To date, where we have deployed this technology, 
we have also deployed personnel, detention beds, and the transportation infrastructure to support 
the anticipated increase of identified criminal aliens. We will ensure that we allocate these 
resources in support of new deployments. 

Once an alien is removed, we also want to make sure that the alien does not return. Therefore, 
an important component of SC/CIRCA is the prevention of the re-entry of criminal aliens. We 
are supporting Operation Repeat Offender, a program with the Department of Justice, including 
the United States Attorneys, to ensure federal prosecution of aliens who return illegally after 
removal. If convicted of these immigration charges, these criminal aliens serve their sentence in 
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federal custody. We are funding additional Violent Criminal Alien Sections (VCAS) in DRO 
Field Offices to prosecute recidivist criminal aliens. Under Operation Repeat Offender, VCAS 
officers screen recidivist criminal aliens that have been encountered for criminal prosecution 
under criminal statutes related to immigration. In the first quarter of FY 2009, this program 
resulted in the successful indictment of 1,028 criminal aliens, an 84 percent increase in total 
indictments as compared to the first quarter of FY 2008, 

Transformation: 

We are also analyzing how increased ICE efforts will impact our partner agencies and 
departments along the entire criminal alien enforcement life cycle. ICE encounters these 
criminal aliens but so do other DHS components, other federal entities (including the Department 
of Justice (DOJ) and the State Department), state and local law enforcement, and foreign 
governments. For instance, our efforts will increase workload for the removal hearing process 
overseen by the Executive Office for Immigration Review (EOIR) at DOJ. In addition, we must 
work with the Department of State to resolve potential repatriation issues with the criminal 
alien’s home country. As we tighten enforcement of criminal aliens through biometric 
identification within our borders, we expect that U.S. Customs and Border Protection (CBP), and 
particularly, the Border Patrol, may see a rise in criminal aliens attempting to re-entry the United 
States between ports of entry and we will ensure that we identify this threat so the CBP can put 
the appropriate infrastructure and resources in place to meet this potential workload increase. 

We are developing models of the current and future state of the criminal alien enforcement life 
cycle to understand the full impact of a more effective biometric criminal alien identification 
process. We will use that analysis in making decisions about our detention and removal 
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activities and the allocation of our resources and in identifying additional efficiencies. We have 
already increased the effectiveness of the current process by improving how we forecast and 
manage our detention and removal activities. For example, we will automate bed space 
management, automate transportation management and track criminal aliens from time of 
acceptance into ICE custody through removal ffom the United States. ICE has also expanded the 
network of video teleconferencing sites to increase efficiency in the interview process for 
immigration status determinations, interviews by foreign consulate officials for the issuance of 
travel documents, to expedite immigration hearings by EOIR, and to help CAP teams identify 
incarcerated criminal aliens. ICE replaced its twenty-year old legacy mainframe detention and 
removal management system, which has also improved workforce productivity, and 
implemented a case management system to standardize and streamline all detained case 
management processes to reduce average ICE detention times. 

ICE is also using several other tools to reduce detention time. We are expanding the ICE Rapid 
Repatriation (REPAT) program. This program allows criminal aliens who consent to removal to 
decrease their incarceration time here in the United States. The program is limited to aliens who 
are incarcerated in state prisons and who have been convicted of non-violent offenses. They may 
receive early conditional release if they have a final order of removal and agree not to return to 
the United States. Since the aliens have agreed to leave the United States, they do not need an 
immigration hearing and ICE can quickly remove the alien, minimizing the need for detention in 
our facilities upon release from state facilities. This program is now operational in 5 states and 
territories including Arizona, and we will be expanding this program soon. ICE understands that 
there have been concerns about the use of these types of agreements in the past, and will ensure 
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that appropriate safeguards are in place so that an alien who consents to a removal does so with a 
full and complete understanding of the agreement. 

Oversight : 

ICE will use $1.4 billion in its FY 2009 resources for these key criminal alien initiatives. My 
office serves as the steward of all ICE funds used for criminal alien enforcement, monitoring and 
reporting quarterly to this Committee on expenditures and our performance and progress in 
deployment. While officers, beds, and transportation are the core resources of criminal alien 
enforcement, we recognize that technology and comprehensive system planning are crucial to 
using these core resources more effectively to remove dangerous criminal aliens in greater 
numbers. 

Of the $1.4 billion in FY 2009, ICE will use 43 percent ($613 million) for detention, 30 percent 
($419 million) for the identification, 21 percent ($298 million) for removal activities, five 
percent ($70.5 million) for information technology, and one percent ($11 million) for program 
oversight and management. 

Summary: 

In summary, Mr. Chairman, I believe we are taking the necessary steps to improve and 
modernize the way we identify criminal aliens, and remove them from the United States as soon 
as practicable. By working with our ICE partners including the Office of Detention and 
Removal Operations, Office of Investigations, Office of Chief Information Officer, Office of 
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Principal Legal Advisor and Acquisition Management, my office is doing this in a way that is 
prudent, fiscally sound and protects individual rights and liberties. 

We appreciate the support of you, Mr. Chairman, and the Congress in our efforts to secure our 
communities. I would be pleased to answer any of your questions at this time. 
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David Venturella is the executive director for ICE’s Secure Communities program, which was 
announced in March 2008. The program is designed to change immigration enforcement by 
using technology to share information between law enforcement agencies and by applying risk- 
based methodologies to focus resources on assisting all local communities remove high-risk 
criminal aliens. 

Prior to this assignment, David served U.S. Immigration and Customs Enforcement as both 
acting director and assistant director of the Office of Detention and Removal Operations. Mr. 
Venturella began his federal law enforcement career in Chicago in 1986 with the former 
Immigration and Naturalization Service, having served as a deportation officer, assistant district 
director and deputy district director. 
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U.S./Cuba Migration Talks, was selected to co-chair a White House working group on a 
proposed guest worker program and participated in the development of the Secure Border 
Initiative. 

prom 2004 to 2008, Mr. Venturella served as vice president and as director of business 
development for two private sector companies focusing on homeland security issues. 

Mr. Venturella holds a Bachelor of Science degree from Bradley University and successfully 
completed the Senior Executive Leadership Program administered through Harvard University 
and MIT. 
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Mr. Price. Thank you. Your statement will be in the record. All 
of the statements will be in the record, and we appreciate your 
summarizing it in the way that you did. 

Mr. Aytes. 


Opening Statement of Mr. Aytes 

Mr. Aytes. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and Ranking Member Rog- 
ers. As you have noted, our principal contribution with respect to 
this issue is our Employer Verification Program. I am grateful for 
the opportunity to discuss our shared goals in this respect, and let 
me start by thanking the Subcommittee for the $100 million appro- 
priation for E-Verify for this year. 

As you have noted, Mr. Chairman, E-Verify has grown exponen- 
tially in the past few years. Over 117,000 employers are now en- 
rolled, representing over 456,000 locations. More notably, today, 
over 14 percent of all nonagricultural new hires in the U.S. are run 
through E-Verify. 

E-Verify is sometimes described as a tool to enforce the immigra- 
tion laws of this country. Others refer to it as a tool for employers 
committed to maintaining a legal workforce. But we also recognize 
that the system must also effectively serve workers by giving accu- 
rate and quick verification of their employment authorization. 

Our goal is to continue to improve E-Verify’s ability to instantly 
verify new hires, strengthen employer training, monitoring, and 
compliance functions. At the same time, we want to work to protect 
workers’ rights. 

Complaints about E-Verify largely fall into three categories: one, 
that the system is inaccurate and results in erroneous, mismatches; 
second, that it does not effectively combat identity theft and docu- 
ment fraud; third, that it can result in discrimination if there is an 
initial mismatch of a worker who is actually work authorized, and 
they do not know about the redress opportunities available to 
them. I would like to discuss each briefly in turn. 

Today, over 96 percent of queries result in an automatic con- 
firmation that the worker is employment authorized. Of the re- 
maining less than four percent, about one worker in 10 contests the 
preliminary finding and, after research, we ultimately find they are 
employment authorized. 

We have worked hard to reduce the initial nonconfirmation rate 
for workers who are actually work authorized. For example, a sim- 
ple change significantly reduced typographical errors that employ- 
ers made as they keyed data into the system. 

We have added several new databases to our automated checks. 
This includes real-time arrival and departure data for noncitizens, 
which has effectively eliminated initial mismatches for newly arriv- 
ing workers. 

A partnership with the Department of State to share passport 
data is today significantly reducing initial mismatches for natural- 
ized and derivative citizens. 

While we have had significant success in this area, we continue 
to work hard on this problem. We recognize the effect it can have 
on both employers and workers, but we also recognize that not 
every mismatch can be prevented simply by adding data. 
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For example, if someone changes their name, through a marriage 
or divorce, updates their driver’s license but not their Social Secu- 
rity account information, it can result in a mismatch. 

E-Verify was not initially designed to combat identity theft, 
since, under the preexisting 1-9 process, the worker must present 
an identity document, such as a driver’s license, green card, or 
passport, but we recognize that identity theft and document fraud 
are growing issues. 

Last year, we added a new photo-screening tool for all DHS docu- 
ments in order to combat document and identity fraud. In the fu- 
ture, we plan to add U.S. passport photos and would like to be able 
to verify individual driver’s license information, all to streamline 
the process and let an employer quickly verify that the document 
presented by a worker matches what was actually issued. 

We are also working to create an initial capability to let individ- 
uals who have been victims of identity theft lock and unlock their 
Social Security number for the purpose of E-Verify. 

About nine in 10 initial nonconfirmations become final, most 
without the worker contesting the initial finding. Some people have 
highlighted the potential for discrimination, suggesting some of 
these workers may actually be work authorized but simply do not 
know they can contest the initial finding. 

Admittedly, any system can be used incorrectly; however, there 
are an estimated 12 million people illegally in the United States. 
Some studies suggest that about five percent of the workforce in 
the United States currently are not authorized to work in this 
country. 

So the current E-Verify final nonconfirmation rate of three and 
a half percent does not seem inconsistent with that broader data, 
but we agree that E-Verify must protect the rights of workers. Any 
discrimination reduces the effectiveness of a program. Thus, we 
have expanded our information for workers and are growing a new 
monitoring-and-compliance branch to ensure that employers use 
the system correctly and to ensure that workers have access to in- 
formation about redress procedures. 

We have also established a new process that lets employees call 
a U.S. toll-free number to address citizenship mismatches as an al- 
ternative to visiting SSA, and we are also working to refer in- 
stances of fraud, discrimination, misuse, and any illegal or unau- 
thorized use of the system to appropriate law enforcement authori- 
ties. 

In summary, E-Verify has made great strides in becoming a fast, 
easy, and accurate tool to help employers and workers who are 
work authorized go through the process of employment verification 
quickly and efficiently. The Administration is dedicated to con- 
tinuing to work to improve this system and process. 

Again, thank you for the opportunity to testify, and, again, we 
appreciate the Subcommittee’s continued support for the E-Verify 
program. 

[The information follows:] 
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Introduction 


Chairman Price, Ranking Member Rogers, and Members of the Subcommittee, I am 
Mike Aytes, Acting Deputy Director of U.S. Citizenship and Immigration Services 
(USCIS). I am grateful for the opportunity to be before Congress to discuss our shared 
goal of effective employment eligibility verification. I also want to thank the 
Subcommittee for its continued support of the program with the $100 million 
appropriation for E-Verify for Fiscal Year (FY) 2009. 

The Department of Homeland Security (DHS) believes E-Verify is an essential tool for 
employers committed to maintaining a legal workforce. E-verify works by addressing 
illegal immigration from the demand side. Any participating company in the United 
States can access E-Verify through a user-friendly government website that compares 
employee information taken from the Employment Eligibility Verification (Form 1-9) 
with more than 449 million records in the Social Security Administration’s (SSA) 
database, our partner in the program, and more than 80 million records in DHS 
immigration databases. 

E-Verify has grown exponentially in the past several years. Much of this increase is due 
to a growing number of states that have passed laws requiring all or some of the 
employers in their state to use E-Verify. Currently over 1 17,000 employers are enrolled, 
representing over 456,000 locations. An average of 1,000 employers enroll each week 
and participation has more than doubled each fiscal year since 2007. Employers have run 
over 3.6 million queries thus far in FY 2009. The volume of queries doubled from FY 
2007 to FY 2008 from 3.27 million to 6.6 million, and in fact today, according to an 
analysis of Bureau of Labor Statistics data, over 14 percent of all nonagricultural new 
hires in the U.S are run though E-Verify. 

The current independent evaluation of E-Verify, conducted by the Westat Corporation, 
(which can be found on www.uscis.gov ) found that approximately 96.1 percent of all 
cases queried through E-Verify were automatically verified as work authorized. The 96.1 
percent figure represents a significant improvement over the figures from earlier 
evaluations, which found that the automatic verification rate improved from 83 percent 
(in 2002) to 94.7 percent (in 2007). In a recent American Customer Satisfaction Index 
Survey, E-Verify scored S3 out of a possible 100 on the Customer Satisfaction Index, 
which is well above the latest Federal Government satisfaction index of 69 percent. 

More than half of the respondents (51 percent) self-identified as small business owners or 
employers. 

Of all the cases verified through E-Verify, only 3.9 percent of queries resulted in a 
mismatch, or a Tentative Nonconfirmation (TNC), which is issued when the information 
queried through E-Verify does not match the information in SSA or DHS databases and 
requires further action on behalf of the employees to resolve their cases with SSA or 
DHS. 

Of that 3.9 percent who were not immediately authorized, 0.4 percent of queries are those 
who were issued a TNC and successfully contested the case. The remaining 3.5 percent 
of queries that are not found work authorized by the system either did not contest the 
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TNC, were unsuccessful in contesting or were found unauthorized to work at the 
secondary verification stage. Our goal is to continue to improve E-Verify’s ability to 
instantly verify new hires, improve the accuracy of our data systems, and strengthen 
training and monitoring of employers to ensure that they understand the program’s 
requirements and are complying with them. 

The Current E-Verify System: Past Program Enhancements 

Under USCIS management and in cooperation with SSA, E-Verify is continuing to work 
to improve processes to decrease mismatch rates, ensure that E-Verify is fast and easy to 
use, and protects employees’ rights. FY 2008 improvements to the E-Verify program 
included instituting a system change to reduce typographical errors, incorporating a photo 
screening tool for DHS documents in order to combat certain instances of document 
fraud, establishing a Monitoring and Compliance Branch to oversee that employers are 
using E-Verify correctly, and adding new databases that are automatically checked by the 
system to further reduce initial mismatches. In addition, E-Verify established a new 
process for employees to call a USCIS toll-free number to address citizenship 
mismatches as an alternative to visiting SSA. All these efforts are targeted at establishing 
efficient and effective verification. 

E-Verify is the most accurate and efficient way to verify employment authorization. 

In September 2007, E-Verify instituted an additional automatic flag to the user that 
allows employers to double-check the data they entered into the system for those queries 
that are about to result in a mismatch. This has reduced data entry errors and thus initial 
mismatches by approximately 30 percent. 

The 2007 Westat Corporation independent evaluation found that a large portion of the 
employees who successfully contest an SSA TNC are recently naturalized citizens. As of 
May 2008, the number of these citizenship mismatches has been reduced by 
approximately 39 percent, a considerable reduction, as we have reworked the system so 
that it now automatically checks USCIS naturalization data before issuing a citizenship 
status mismatch. In addition, employees who receive a mismatch with SSA due to 
citizenship are now able to contact USCIS via a toll-free number to contest the finding, 
address the discrepancy, and verify their work authorization. This process has reduced 
walk-ins to SSA field offices for E-Verify citizenship mismatches by 56 percent. Of 
those individuals who call USCIS to address a mismatch based on citizenship status, over 
90 percent are successfully resolved by USCIS as work authorized. USCIS and SSA are 
also exploring further enhancements, including a direct data share initiative that would 
update SSA’s database with naturalized citizen information. 

E-Verify also added the Integrated Border Inspection System (IBIS) real time arrival and 
departure information for non-citizens to its databases as of May 2008, which reduced E- 
Verify mismatches that had resulted from delays in data entry into the system that E- 
Verify also uses for non-citizen arrival information. The addition of this data to the E- 
Verify system is reducing hundreds of mismatches that occur for newly arriving workers 
who enter the country legally and start working immediately. 


2 



964 


In December 2008, DHS signed a Memorandum of Agreement with the Department of 
State (DOS) to share passport data and photographs from the DOS’ records. In February 
2009, USCIS began incorporating passport data into E-Verify in order to check 
citizenship status information in the event of a mismatch with SSA. Passport data is 
reducing the number of mismatches issued to naturalized and derivative citizens (citizens 
who did not personally complete the naturalization process, but derived citizenship from 
their parents) who present a U.S. passport during the Form 1-9 process, which involves 
the new hire filling out a form attesting to their work authorization eligibility' and 
presenting the requisite documents. To date, over 295 queries that would have received 
TNCs under the previous procedures have been automatically verified as employment 
authorized as a result of this enhancement. 

Although not every mismatch can be prevented by adding additional data sources, we 
continue to improve the system to ensure that every mismatch that can be prevented 
through government data processes will be avoided. 

We believe E-Verify is an efficient and easy system for employers to use and we 
continually strive to understand the needs of our stakeholders. 

According to the 2007 independent Westat evaluation of E-Verify, “[m]ost employers 
found the Web Basic Pilot (E-Verify) to be an effective and reliable tool for employment 
verification” and 96 percent strongly disagreed that E-Verify was a burden. 

Ultimately, E-Verify’s continuing success and development relies on increased awareness 
and public use of the program and more education of U.S. citizens and work authorized 
immigrants about their rights when using the system. In an effort to better understand the 
needs of those using the program, USCIS substantially increased customer service and 
outreach staff over the past two years to ensure that questions and issues are addressed 
quickly and professionally. 

In FY 2008, an outreach campaign was launched aimed at educating millions of 
employers about their responsibilities in using E-Verify. In addition to conducting 
hundreds of presentations, demonstrations, and webinars, we also held informational 
seminars for the public in Arizona, Georgia, Mississippi, and the metro DC area, and 
conducted 239 outreach events in 24 states. Most of these events were held at the request 
of both employer and employee associations. E-Verify also has a toll-free call center that 
handles approximately 2,000 calls per week. 

The program launched radio, print, billboard, and internet advertisements aimed at 
increasing awareness about E-Verify. In addition, given that the majority of businesses 
in America are small businesses, USCIS collaborated with the Small Business 
Administration (SBA) to include E-Verify information on the SBA’s website and we are 
identifying additional ways E-Verify information can be incorporated into SBA program 
activities. 

Employees are also key stakeholders of E-Verify. USCIS has bilingual English and 
Spanish advertising and has online materials in nine languages to inform employees of 
their rights. E-Verify has collaborated with the DHS Office for Civil Rights and Civil 
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Liberties to prepare bilingual English and Spanish videos for employers and employees to 
teach them about E-Verify and their rights, roles and responsibilities. 

E-Verify is committed to maintaining the integrity of the system and effectively 
preventing discrimination and misuse through monitoring and compliance. 

A successful and effective electronic work authorization verification program is critical 
to ensuring that employers have the necessary tools to ensure their workforce is 
authorized to work in the United States. To be effective, however, the program also must 
include robust tools to detect and deter employer and employee fraud and misuse. 

USCIS first contracted an independent review of E-Verify in June 1998 with the first 
evaluation of the program published on January 29, 2002 by Temple University and 
Westat. USCIS has continued this process to ensure third party review of ongoing 
operations as well as evaluation of new capabilities and improvements. 

The 2007 independent Westat evaluation found “substantial” non-compliance by 
employers with program rules. While the evaluation found that employer compliance 
with program procedures is improving, it also identified methods by which some E- 
Verify employers may be using the program incorrectly. Failure to follow E-Verify 
procedures can result in discrimination and reduce the effectiveness of the program. 
USCIS is dedicated to reducing E-Verify misuse through employer training, educational 
outreach, print and electronic resources, and our monitoring and compliance program. 
Indeed, we believe that a measured expansion of the program can only occur after we 
address the critical issue of employer misuse. 

USCIS established a Monitoring and Compliance Branch dedicated to monitoring the use 
of the E-Verify system and providing compliance assistance. The Monitoring and 
Compliance Branch aims to safeguard personal privacy information, prevent the 
fraudulent use of counterfeit documents, and refer instances of fraud, discrimination, 
misuse and illegal or unauthorized use of the system to enforcement authorities. The 
Branch currently reviews E-Verify transaction data to detect and deter employer misuse, 
fraud and discriminatory practices, and offers compliance assistance to help employers 
use the system correctly. This approach will be further supported by data analysis and 
case management provided by a Case Tracking and Management System (CTMS) that 
will be launched later this spring. E-Verify has instituted procedures to refer cases of 
non-compliance to Immigration and Customs Enforcement (ICE) and the Department of 
Justice’s (DOJ) Office of Special Counsel for Immigration Related Unfair Employment 
Practices (OSC). USCIS recently signed a Memorandum of Agreement with ICE 
establishing guidelines for referrals and sharing of information. 

To safeguard employee privacy, E-Verify has established an internal Privacy Branch to 
ensure that program policies, practices, and procedures comply with the Privacy Act, 
promote transparency within the program, conduct Privacy Threshold Analyses (PTAs), 
Privacy Impact Assessments (PIAs), and develop System of Records Notices (SORNs) 
for system and programmatic enhancements. E-Verify’s Privacy Branch’s mission is to 
protect the civil rights and personal information of employees who are subject to 
employment verification by E-Verify. 
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E-Verify prevents certain types of document fraud from being used in E-Verify. 

Some aliens without work authorization use stolen identities to obtain employment. To 
help address this problem the E-Verify program introduced a photograph screening 
capability into the verification process in September 2007. The tool allows a 
participating employer to check the photos on Employment Authorization Documents 
(EAD) or Permanent Resident Cards (green card) against images stored in USCIS 
databases, thus allowing employers to determine if the document presented by the 
employee as a DHS document is a complete fabrication or has been subject to photo- 
substitution. Through use of the photo tool, hundreds of cases of document and identity 
fraud have been identified, and unauthorized workers have been prevented from illegally 
obtaining employment. 

USCIS is working to expand the types of documents available to the E-Verify system to 
provide photo confirmation. Currently, only DHS-issued identity documents are 
displayed in the photo tool. However, the addition of databases for photo tool 
verification could lead to increased TNCs because there will be more data to verify and 
additional government agencies will be involved in the resolution process. An increase in 
TNCs could affect authorized workers, but is also indicative of the photo tool’s success in 
detecting document fraud. 

Upcoming Enhancements to E-Verify; Fiscal Year 2010 

USCIS continues to improve the system’s automatic confirmation rate by incorporating 
additional data sources into E-Verify. Other key efforts include assisting employers in 
using the program correctly, continuing to conduct outreach focusing on employee as 
well as employer stakeholder groups, and expanding relationships with all stakeholders in 
an effort to further improve the program. 

E-Verify will continue to add new data sources to the automated initial check to reduce 
the number of mismatches issued by the system. 

In FY 2010, USCIS plans to improve the system’s ability to automatically verify 
international students and exchange visitors through the incorporation of ICE’s Student 
and Exchange Visitors Information System (SEV1S) data. By incorporating SEVIS 
nonimmigrant student visa data into the automatic initial E-Verify check, the number of 
students and exchange visitors who receive initial mismatches should be reduced. In FY 
2010, ICE will be launching a new version of SEVIS, SEVIS II, which will include 
employment eligibility information that E-Verify will be able to access electronically. 
Currently, the SEVIS database is checked manually by immigration status verifiers after 
an initial mismatch is issued. 

E-Verify also plans to provide automated system updates for any new hire with 
Temporary Protected Status (TPS) who has an expired EAD but is within an auto- 
extension time period. This system enhancement will decrease the number of new-hires 
of TPS recipients that receive an initial mismatch or TNC. 


Additionally, E-Verify continues to develop other ways to reduce the number of initial 
mismatches and improve system performance by analyzing system data. One example is 
a current effort to improve the date of birth entry field to avoid data entry errors such as 
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reversing the day and month as is done in many other countries outside of the United 
States. This mismatch reduction initiative includes improving the data matching 
algorithm and improving usability to reduce data entry errors. 

E-Verify will continue to combat identity fraud and expand the photo screening tool. 

To build on the photo tool’s success, the R- Verify program is actively working to expand 
the types of photos available in this functionality. This would prevent one possible 
avenue of identity theft currently used to “game” the system. This effort will be 
combined with a reduction in the number of documents acceptable for Form 1-9 purposes, 
such as those listed in the Interim Final Rule which becomes effective tomorrow on April 
3, 2009. 

USCIS is also working to initiate a state-based department of motor vehicles (DMV) data 
exchange that would incorporate driver’s license photos into the photo tool. This would 
represent a significant enhancement to the system, since new hires most often present a 
driver’s license for Form 1-9 purposes. To date, no state has yet agreed to add its driver’s 
license data to the photo tool. 

USCIS is aware identity fraud is a serious concern in the U.S. and is especially concerned 
with how this practice affects E-Verify. While USCIS cannot detect all forms of identity 
fraud used by an employee who is run through E-Verify, we are working to find ways to 
accomplish this goal. USCIS has also begun examining other ways to detect and deter 
such fraud, such as enabling individuals to choose to “lock” and “unlock” Social Security 
Numbers (SSNs) for E-Verify purposes. 

E-Verify will continue to implement enhancements to improve usability and program 
efficiency. 

USCIS is re-engineering the E-Verify registration process to improve it and make the 
registration more effective. USCIS is currently examining the best ways to validate the 
legitimacy of employers using the system, the individual registrants signing up to use the 
system, and those using the system after the enrollment phase. Improving the registration 
portion of the E-Verify program will ensure that E-Verify has accurate and complete 
information on those employers using the program. 

E-Verify is also working on implementing an electronic Form 1-9. The first phase of this 
enhancement includes developing a stand-alone Form 1-9 in portable format that will 
allow employers to electronically create, sign, and store the completed forms. In a future 
enhancement, the electronic Form 1-9 will pre-fill the fields in E-Verify, eliminating the 
need for employers to input the data into the system after it was already recorded on the 
Form 1-9. 

Conclusion 


The E-Verify program has made great strides in becoming a fast, easy, and more accurate 
tool to help employers maintain a legal workforce and comply with immigration law. 

The Administration is dedicated to providing this service to employers and continuing to 
make improvements to the system to address issues such as usability, fraud, 
discrimination, and further to improve the system’s automatic verification rate. On 
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balance, E- Verify will continue to be a key element of our ability to deter illegal 
immigration. 

Thank you for the opportunity to testify before this Subcommittee and we appreciate this 
Subcommittee’s continued support of the E-Verify program. 


- USC1S - 
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IDENTIFICATION AND REMOVAL OF CRIMINAL ALIENS 

Mr. Price. Thank you very much. Well, let us turn to questions, 
and I will, first, attack one of the topics that stands out, Ms. 
Forman and Mr. Venturella, in the testimony of both of you, and 
that is the enforcement priority that you give to aliens who have 
committed serious crimes. 

That is a focus that you have brought to us this morning for a 
very good reason, because you have concentrated your efforts on 
improving our enforcement in this area, and it has been a hallmark 
of this Committee’s leadership, if I may say so, that we want you 
to move in that direction, and we have put not just a mandate out 
there but also the money to underwrite the mandate. 

In the 2008 Appropriations Bill, this Subcommittee provided 
$200 million to identify and deport criminal aliens. Last year, we 
allocated $1 billion for that purpose, some new money and some 
money that we made quite clear was to be channeled in this direc- 
tion. 

It should be clear that Congress’s top priority for ICE is finding 
criminals who have no right to be in the country and making cer- 
tain that they do not stay here. 

There are some signs that ICE has been moving in the right di- 
rection, but I do want to ask you about the progress that we are 
making and what next steps you anticipate. 

I have quoted some figures that are unsettling, to me, at least, 
in my opening statement, and I would like to have you react to 
them. I also have your most recent quarterly report, a report 
which, of course, was mandated by this Committee, this one, dated 
February 17, 2009. With reports of this sort, you always can see 
the glass as half full or half empty, but I do think the evidence 
here is mixed, and that is why I would like an oral update and per- 
haps additional elaboration for the record. 

You, for example, talk, in this report, about developing 100-per- 
cent screening at now what amounts to 14.2 percent of state and 
local prisons. That is up from a lower percent, but it still leaves 
us wondering about 85.8 percent of the state and local jails who do 
not have this level of screening and what is happening to the peo- 
ple who are incarcerated there and then are out on the streets. 

We are told that, at any given point in time, there are approxi- 
mately 450,000 illegal aliens incarcerated in our federal, state, and 
local prison systems. You do have the 100-percent screening with 
regard to the federal prison system, and I should acknowledge that. 
The concern is with State or local prisons, where at any point in 
time, 450,000 criminal aliens are incarcerated. I think the figure, 
last year, for criminal alien deportations was something like 
115,000. Of course, we need to know what the release rate per year 
is to know exactly how significant that 450,000 number is. 

What kind of figures do you have on that, and what are your cur- 
rent estimates of the number of incarcerated illegal aliens who are 
getting turned back out on the street without us knowing their sta- 
tus, let alone moving to deport them, as opposed to the 115,000 
that, one way or another, you did deport last year? 

There is also the question of priorities within the Department, 
and let me say, a “priority” is just what we say it is. Having some- 
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thing as a priority does not mean you are ignoring everything else, 
but it does mean you are giving this priority. As far as I know, no- 
body seriously disagrees that criminal aliens should be at the very 
top of that list. 

Now, the figures I have for deportations since 2002 are that the 
deportation of noncriminals since 2002 has increased by 400 per- 
cent while criminal deportations have only gone up 60 percent. 

So I will stop with that. You may have other figures to offer, but 
you get my direction here. I am encouraged by some of the specific 
actions that are reflected in this most recent report. On the other 
hand, I am not sure that these overall figures indicate that we are 
making the kind of progress in getting the kind of closure on this 
problem that we need to get. 

So I would like to know how you would account for the con- 
tinuing lag that these figures indicate in our ability to get the ca- 
pacity out there that we want and how long you think it is going 
to take for us to see these figures decisively turn around. 

Mr. Venturella. Well, thank you for the question, Chairman 
Price. 

In regards to the 14-percent screening, as it relates to local jails, 
I think everyone is aware that that is the greatest challenge for 
ICE because of the speed by which individuals are processed 
through the local jail system. 

While we have 14-percent coverage of those facilities, we do have 
the Law Enforcement Support Center available 24/7 for local law 
enforcement officers to initiate immigration queries to that center, 
as well as local protocols in place by which the ICE offices can re- 
spond to local law enforcement referrals when there is not an offi- 
cer and agent present at those facilities. 

So while we have the 14-percent physical coverage, we do have 
other ways of responding to these law enforcement referrals. 

Regarding criminal alien removals versus noncriminal alien re- 
movals, I think, each year, we have shown that those numbers con- 
tinue to go up, again, based on the resources that you have pro- 
vided to ICE, and those numbers will continue to go up. 

I believe we will be able to accelerate those numbers based on 
the strategy that we submitted in March of 2008. We are looking, 
again, to modernize and transform the way we do business. 

The biometric capability that we talked about in the written tes- 
timony is really a game changer for us. It allows us to be present 
in facilities. It allows us to change our model, going from an agent- 
centric, officer-centric model to a technology-centric model, and we 
believe that the resources that you have provided, the plan that we 
have put forth, will allow us to accelerate the coverage, allow us 
to accelerate the identification of these individuals, and, therefore, 
put more people through this process. 

Regarding the noncriminal removals, I think you are aware that 
the increased Border Patrol agents who have been deployed to the 
southwest border generate noncriminal arrests and activities, and 
ICE does have a responsibility to support the activities of the Bor- 
der Patrol and CBP. The catch-and-return policy was implemented, 
and that required the detention of more noncriminal aliens along 
the southwest border. So that contributes to those figures. 
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Mr. Price. Well, one more statistic. The figures in the most re- 
cent year that we have, in 2007 to 2008, the figures for criminal 
removals went from 102,000 to the 115,000 number. That is a 12- 
percent increase and, no doubt, reflects some of these efforts. That 
same year, the noncriminal removals went up 35 percent, so the 
pattern is continuing but is not quite as stark as it was in those 
earlier years. 

Well, we expect these efforts to continue and intensify, and we 
expect that the detailed budget submission for 2010 will reflect 
that, so we will be scrutinizing that carefully and working with you 
to make certain that we continue and accelerate progress in this 
direction. We think it is important. 

RELEASED CRIMINAL ALIENS WHO ARE NOT DEPORTED 

I did not get the figure for the denominator: 115,000 over what 
number of estimated criminal aliens who are being released this 
year who are not being deported. Do you have that figure? 

Mr. Venturella. We do not. 

Mr. Price. Can you get that figure? 

Mr. Venturella. We are going to be able to provide you that fig- 
ure very shortly. We have developed a model which looks at a num- 
ber of criminal data sources from the federal, state, and local level, 
and we will be able to tell you, in a given year, how many people 
ICE expects to encounter at these facilities versus how many are 
actually at those facilities. So we will be able to refine that num- 
ber. 

The number that you referred to earlier, the 350,000 to 400,000, 
again, was a different statistic, a different snapshot. If you looked 
at all of the prison populations, federal, state, and local level, that 
is how many individuals you would encounter. It did not speak to 
how many would be released. 

Mr. Price. No. That is why I asked the question. The signifi- 
cance of that 115,000 number depends entirely on what the num- 
ber released is, not just the total prison population of illegal aliens. 

DEPORTING CRIMINAL ALIENS VERSUS NONCRIMINAL 

Mr. Rogers. 

Mr. Rogers. Tell me whether or not your work on catching and 
deporting criminal aliens is interfering, in any way, or diminishing 
your efforts in catch and return of noncriminal illegal aliens. 

Mr. Venturella. I do not believe it is. With the additional re- 
sources that Congress has provided us, we have been able to add 
additional detention space to support this particular activity, and 
we have added additional officers and agents to focus on imple- 
menting this strategy as it relates to criminal aliens. 

So I do not believe it has diminished our efforts to continue to 
support CBP and the Border Patrol. 

Mr. Rogers. So the catching and returning of illegal aliens who 
are not criminals continues unabated. 

Mr. Venturella. Yes, along the southwest border, and those ac- 
tivities continue forward. 

Mr. Rogers. Does that equally apply to the inland workforce in- 
vestigations? 

Mr. Venturella. I will defer that to Director Forman. 
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Ms. Forman. We are still utilizing the resources and the funding 
that Congress generously provided to go after egregious employers 
of work site violations. 

POLICY CHANGE OR WORKFORCE ENFORCEMENT 

Mr. Rogers. Well, that brings us to the Bellingham, Washington, 
case, and what I think it portends, and what I am afraid it por- 
tends, and that is a diversion of attention from prosecuting employ- 
ers in the U.S. who employ illegal aliens knowingly and providing 
that magnet to draw people from Mexico and other places to our 
south across the border and into the U.S. illegally and for the pur- 
pose of work. 

I am nervous that the Department is making a big change of pol- 
icy here. I hope you can prove me wrong. I pray that I am wrong, 
but I perceive too many symbols that, I think, are portending a 
change of policy in that regard. I do not want to interfere in that 
Bellingham, Washington, case. That is an ongoing case, and far be 
it from me to want to interfere in that. 

Suffice it to say that I want to see stronger enforcement and 
stronger prosecution of American employers who employ illegal 
aliens knowingly. 

Why? Because our whole effort on the southwest border, the bil- 
lions of dollars we are appropriating for building the fence and the 
virtual fence, the drug war that is now raging across that border, 
all of the efforts that we spend on customs and border protection 
at the checkpoints, ports of entry, and all of the Border Patrol ex- 
penses between those posts, and all of the efforts that we are doing 
to try to keep illegal aliens out, will never succeed so long as the 
magnet that draws those people to the U.S. to find work, so long 
as that magnet exists, and the magnet, of course, is the hope of a 
job at an American employer’s place. 

If we are not going to prosecute those people, if we are not going 
to catch and return illegals who are caught in the process of raid- 
ing that plant, then we may as well give up on the border. We can 
save a ton of money not having to spend it on all of the things we 
have got to do on that border. 

What the Bellingham cases signals to me is that that is the way 
we are going, and it is backed up by a number of other things. The 
Washington Post ran a story on March 29th, Sunday; the headline 
is, “Delay in Immigration Raids May Signal Policy Change,” and it 
says it better than I can say it. It is, in effect, saying that the sec- 
retary has delayed a series of proposed immigration raids and 
other enforcement actions at U.S. workplaces in recent weeks, ask- 
ing agents in her Department to apply more scrutiny to the selec- 
tion and investigation of targets, as well as the timing of raids. 

A senior Department official, unnamed, said, “These delays sig- 
nal a pending change in whom agents at U.S. Immigration and 
Customs Enforcement choose to prosecute. There will be a change 
in policy,” this senior DHS official says. 

Her moves, the story goes on to say, have led a lot of people to 
question the administration’s commitment to work site raids, pe- 
riod. She has highlighted other priorities — drug cartels, dangerous 
criminals, and so on — but the fact remains, the pressure is on this 
administration not to raid these plants and arrest illegals working 
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there out of humanitarian concerns, and we all have those con- 
cerns, but we have got to think about enforcing the law and pro- 
tecting our border and having a border. 

I sort of agree with what Senator Byrd, in the Senate, from West 
Virginia, said recently. He says, “It makes no sense to take funds 
from one priority, work site enforcement, to address a new priority, 
the border violence.” 

I know that the administration is talking about moving as many 
as 450 to 500 ICE agents out of internal workplace enforcement in- 
vestigations and move them to the border, along with their equip- 
ment, to counter the drug cartels. I have tried to signal to the sec- 
retary that that would be a giant mistake, to take those ICE 
agents, who have to work on trying to shut down the magnet here 
from drawing people across the border, and diverting money to the 
border to prevent them from coming across. 

I just think that is counterproductive and contradictive. So let 
me ask you, are we in the midst of a change of policy on workplace 
enforcement, ma’am? 

Ms. Forman. Thank you, sir, for the question. The answer is no. 
The Secretary is committed to going after the employers who en- 
gage in criminal activity and build their model on hiring illegal 
aliens. Secretary Napolitano has repeated that mandate, and we 
are going to pursue that mandate and going after the employers 
who, again, knowingly hire illegal aliens, in addition to those who 
hire in our national critical infrastructure locations. 

Let me assure you that the work site funds that Congress so gen- 
erously provided to us will not be used to fund the southwest bor- 
der movement of agents. 

Mr. Rogers. Well, I am glad to hear the effort to prosecute em- 
ployers is going to proceed, posthaste. 

What about the illegal aliens that are apprehended in that proc- 
ess? 

Ms. Forman. ICE intends to fully utilize their investigative re- 
sources, tools, and authorities to develop cases and to prove cases 
against the employer, using all of the tools available to them. 

Mr. Rogers. What about the people that are caught, illegals that 
are caught, in the process of a raid? Will they be released or re- 
turned to their place of origin? 

Ms. Forman. Certainly, each case is evaluated on its own merit, 
but utilizing the tools that are available, such as temporary immi- 
gration relief, in order to prove the criminal case; many of these 
individuals may be offered that type of relief temporarily in order 
to help ICE, in conjunction with the Department of Justice to pur- 
sue these criminal cases against the employer. 

Mr. Rogers. Well, I mean, that is the Bellingham case, but what 
about all of the others where you do not have to have the testimony 
of an illegal alien to testify in that case? What happens to them? 
Will they be returned back to their home? 

Ms. Forman. Certainly, they will be appropriately dealt with, ac- 
cording to the immigration laws and the immigration judges; yes, 
they will. 

Mr. Rogers. Well, is it true that the secretary has, in effect, 
barred any further raids until she personally intervenes in that 
matter? 
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Ms. Forman. That is absolutely not true. We have not received 
any policy shift in regards to our approach on work site enforce- 
ment. We have taken, which we often do, a review of the cases in 
our inventory to ensure that the targets of these investigations are 
the employers who are and we are using a comprehensive approach 
to immigration enforcement. 

In addition to the criminal process, we have many other tools at 
our disposal as well. We have recently, thanks to the Congress, 
hired approximately 60 auditors — we are hoping to have, at the 
end of the year, a total of almost 100 auditors — to conduct 1-9 in- 
spections. 

We have implemented a debarment policy. We have refined our 
fine process to make the fines more meaningful and consistent 
when they are issued, and, certainly, we are using our administra- 
tive and criminal authorities, when appropriate. 

Mr. Rogers. So is this reporter for the Washington Post wrong 
when he says, in his opening paragraph, that the secretary has de- 
layed a series of proposed immigration raids at workplaces? 

Ms. Forman. I certainly cannot comment on the reporter himself. 
I am not sure of the validity of that statement. All I can tell you 
is that we have not been asked to delay any raids. 

Mr. Rogers. “We” being who? 

Ms. Forman. ICE. The ICE Office of Investigations. 

Mr. Rogers. I will have further questions, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Price. Thank you. Mr. Farr. 

removal of criminal aliens 

Mr. Farr. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I am sorry I was late. 

I am reading the code here, and as I read it, your highest respon- 
sibility is to remove the criminal offenders, is that not correct? 

Mr. Venturella. That is a top priority for ICE. And Secretary 
Napolitano has made that very clear, that will be a top priority. 

Mr. Farr. So on the priority issues, I mean, removing known 
criminals who are undocumented or who are aliens who have com- 
mitted crimes is a higher priority for us to do well, because they 
are obviously more of a threat, than conducting raids. 

Mr. Venturella. Well, I think ICE has a number of responsibil- 
ities, criminal and aliens being one, as Director Forman mentioned 
worksite enforcement. And there are other activities that 

UNDOCUMENTED ALIENS IN FEDERAL CUSTODY 

Mr. Farr. But the law puts the criminal aliens as the really high 
priority. And you said, for example, the highest-risk category in- 
cludes those individuals who have been convicted of violent crimes, 
such as murder, manslaughter, rape, robbery, kidnapping, or other 
major drug offenses. This category is our highest priority and the 
main focus of our efforts. That is on page 9 of your testimony. 

Now, I just want to find out, so what we were asking last year 
is, does ICE have a list of all the undocumented people that are 
in federal prison? 

Mr. Venturella. In federal prison? 

Mr. Farr. Yes. 

Mr. Venturella. Yes. We have 100 percent screening of those 
in federal custody. 
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UNDOCUMENTED ALIENS IN STATE CUSTODY 

Mr. Farr. Congratulations, because last year you did not have it. 
How about in state prisons? 

Mr. Venturella. In state prisons, again I believe we have 100 
percent coverage 

Mr. Farr. A hundred percent. 

Mr. Venturella [continuing]. Of the state facilities, which ICE 
oversees. 

Mr. Farr. And that would take care of your felonies. Because in 
your local jails are misdemeanor sentences, is not that correct? 

Mr. Venturella. Well, the majority are. But some felonies also 
originate from the local setting. 

Mr. Farr. They originate, but they do not necessarily — do they 
do time in jail? I thought time was always, for felonies, was in 
state prison. 

Mr. Venturella. Well, they move through, they can move 
through a county system. They can do their time there. Or they can 
migrate to a state system, as well. 

BOOKING SITES IN U.S. 

Mr. Farr. And how many booking sites are there in the United 
States? 

Mr. Venturella. Over 30,000. 

Mr. Farr. And your intention is to try to have every one of those 
booking sites to have the same fingerprinting process, so that you 
can run those fingerprints up against a national databank, right? 

Mr. Venturella. Well, we want to make available the capability 
of them being able to receive a response back, both on the criminal 
side and the immigration side, once the fingerprints are trans- 
mitted to the system. 

LOCAL DETERMINATION OF DOCUMENTATION 

Mr. Farr. Well, it seems to me that the priority of this, of the 
responsibility, because we were very critical of the fact that ICE 
was not doing jail checks. And in fact, my local law enforcement 
were very upset with ICE, and did not want to cooperate with ICE; 
felt that they would rather go do these raids, and they got more 
press, and really shook up the community. 

In fact, I do not have many law enforcement leaders that are re- 
spectful of — and I hope they are gaining respect, but I do not think 
they have been very respectful, because of the way ICE has con- 
ducted itself, particularly because they would not come in and do 
these jail checks. 

So what I did not understand exactly from the program as I read 
it, you are relying an awful lot on the local communities to have 
to tell you whether the person they booked is documented or not. 

Mr. Venturella. Under the old model, that is correct. The new 
model does not rely on them making a judgment on the individual’s 
immigration status. 

Mr. Farr. No, that is not their responsibility. 

Mr. Venturella. Absolutely, it is not. And so with this change 
of approach in deploying this biometric technology, just by sharing 
that fingerprint with us, we will be able to make that identifica- 
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tion, and then provide them the information back about that indi- 
vidual. 

Mr. Farr. What I did not understand in this process is, you were 
talking about this individual that was detained, and was, sort of 
by circumstance, was a really bad hombre in Arizona. And but for 
the fact that he got busted on a minor incident, and in that you 
were able to run a check and finally grab him. 

Why was not he grabbed the minute he was booked? 

Mr. Venturella. Again, the information was not shared. Now, 
in the old model that would have required the local police depart- 
ment and the local law enforcement officers to make that deter- 
mination, have reasonable suspicion that this person had violated, 
or was in the United States unlawfully. Manually initiate a check 
to the law enforcement support 

Mr. Farr. You mean that is not done? You book somebody, and 
you have a fingerprint, and you do not find out if there are any out- 
standing warrants for that person, or any other things? I mean, my 
God, when, you know, I get stopped on a traffic violation, they run 
my driver’s license to see if I have any, all kinds of stuff. 

So you have got people that are being booked in jails, and we do 
not have that information about them? 

Mr. Venturella. Well, that is what we are changing. 

Mr. Farr. But why is it taking so long? I mean, this has been 
a law for a long, long time. It is not new. 

Mr. Venturella. Again, local law enforcement has always had 
the ability to initiate an immigration query through a tele- 
communications system. 

What we are doing now is we are integrating the two databases, 
and part of the booking process. They get back that information. 
So they do not have to do a second query, they do not have to ini- 
tiate a second. It is all part of the booking process. And that is real- 
ly what changes the way we are identifying and the way we are 
sharing information back with the local law enforcement. 

Mr. Farr. So you have a projection to round up 440,000 people 
next year. How many of those will be people that are incarcerated 
now, either without papers or incarcerated as green card holders? 

Mr. Venturella. Well, once we deploy the capability to those ju- 
risdictions, yes, we do expect to be able to identify all of those indi- 
viduals and take the appropriate action. 

Mr. Farr. So you will meet them, when they get out of prison 
you will be there at the gate to receive them? 

Mr. Venturella. Again, once we deploy this capability, we make 
the identification, the goal is to be able to take these people out of 
those institutions and remove them from the United States as 
quickly as possible. 


E-VERIFY 

Mr. Price. Thank you. Mr. Calvert. 

Mr. Calvert. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. As the original author 
of E-Verify, I obviously have watched this program evolve over the 
years, and now see we have 117,000 employers on the system. Sev- 
eral states have now made E-Verify mandatory within their own 
states. 
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And just to go over these numbers, Mr. Aytes, as you mentioned, 
96.1 percent of people are instantly verified. And of the 3.9 percent 
that are not instantly verified, .4 percent are successfully con- 
tested. Is that an accurate number, sir? 

Mr. Aytes. Yes, sir. It is actually .37 percent of 

Mr. Calvert. Okay. Which means about 3.5 percent of that num- 
ber either walked away or were not authorized to work. So that 
means that program is approximately 99.6 percent accurate. Is that 
a reasonably correct number? 

Mr. Aytes. When you add all those numbers together, yes, sir. 

Mr. Calvert. That is not bad for government work. You know, 
I have heard a lot of criticism from some on E-Verify. As a matter 
of fact, I checked with some of my local employers who use E- 
Verify. One employer in my district, Carlos, with A-Check America, 
provides background checks for employers, said my colleagues and 
I have a very favorable impression of E-Verify. We find the employ- 
ers want to do the right thing. Requirements put upon the em- 
ployer to confirm the applicant is legal to work within the U.S., 
this program serves that need. The program is very affordable, 
fast, and we feel very accurate. 

We have not had any applicants contest the finding of the re- 
sults. In fact, Mr. Aytes, as far as you know, people that are au- 
thorized to work in the United States are being supposedly denied 
jobs, some folks say. 

Has anyone ever sued the Department for losing a job over E- 
Verify? 

Mr. Aytes. Not that we are aware of, sir. 

worksite employment 

Mr. Calvert. Thank you. Ms. Forman, I was listening to you on 
this issue of releasing temporarily individuals who are not legally 
here to work in the United States, and this issue in Washington. 

Without getting into the details of this case, this, releasing these 
individuals, so-called catch and release, what is the percentage of 
these individuals that just disappear and never report? You said 
there was weekly reporting periods, and they are supposed to show 
up from a certain point. What percentage of them just disappear? 

Ms. Forman. I do not have that figure for you. But I will assure 
you, there is great oversight over these individuals. 

Mr. Calvert. If they just disappear, and they go someplace else 
and apply for work under a different name, there is not very much 
you can do about that, is there? Is not that the case? 

Ms. Forman. We certainly do our best to seek them out and find 
them. 

Mr. Calvert. In the real world, that happens often. I just want 
to make that point. Because that, that is the case. 

As a matter of fact, another thing on this worksite enforcement 
issue, you mentioned that you are targeting unscrupulous employ- 
ers, poor unsafe working conditions, paying substandard wages. 
Does that mean you do not target employers that are paying fair 
wages, or working in good conditions? But at the same time, know- 
ingly hire people who are working here illegally? 
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Ms. Forman. No, that is not true. We target all unscrupulous 
employers. We just highlight some of the areas in which we have 
uncovered during our investigation. 

Mr. Calvert. So employers that are paying fair wages, and pay- 
ing, and working in good conditions, are targeted just as aggres- 
sively as everyone else. Is that what you are saying? 

Ms. Forman. That is correct. We certainly prioritize. If we re- 
ceive information with those employers who have these unsafe, 
lower-paying, they may take precedence. But we target them all. 
Those companies and employers who build their model on hiring il- 
legal aliens are our number-one target. 

Mr. Rogers. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Calvert. I would be happy to. 

LIST OF EMPLOYERS CHARGED OR RAIDED 

Mr. Rogers. Mr. Chairman, if we might be able to get the De- 
partment to give us a list of the employers who have been charged 
or raided, and the results of those raids, however many illegals 
were detained and what happened to them. I wonder if we could 
get a report so that we could judge that. 

Mr. Price. Certainly. We would appreciate your making avail- 
able that information in whatever form you can assemble it. 

Ms. Forman. Certainly. 


E-VERIFY 

Mr. Rogers. If you could submit that for the record, I would ap- 
preciate that. 

E-Verify in itself, Mr. Aytes, is your experience that this program 
expands that you have sufficient resources and manpower to en- 
force this program properly? 

Mr. Aytes. Based on our forecasts of growth, yes, sir. We have 
actually done some load testing of our infrastructure of the system. 
And we can handle 40 million queries. There is about 60 million 
if you went mandatory. But this system can grow. It is scaleable, 
it could deal with the entire volume. 

Mr. Rogers. In fact, as you took on states that made in manda- 
tory, such as the State of Arizona, which in fact Ms. Napolitano 
signed the law in effect making E-Verify mandatory in the State 
of Arizona. And there are other states, as I understand, moving in 
that direction, also. 

Could you, for the record, tell which states are moving toward a 
mandatory system within their states? 

Mr. Aytes. Well, yes, sir. Mississippi and South Carolina have 
already adopted mandatory verification. There are several other 
states, Missouri for example, that have adopted some aspect of it, 
applying it to particular types of employers, or to state government 
agencies. 

Mr. Rogers. And lastly, what is the E-Verify doing about iden- 
tity theft? That was one of the criticisms that is also pointed to on 
E-Verify. What are you doing to prevent identity theft? 

Mr. Aytes. What we are doing is trying to post all of our docu- 
ments online, so that an employer can look at them. Now, if I am 
sitting there, and I am applying for a job, the employer is looking 
at me and looking at my driver’s license. 
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Well, they do not necessarily know if that driver’s license is gen- 
uine, or if it has been altered to some degree. So to the extent to 
which we can actually show the employer that source document, 
they can verify that the document itself is genuine and has not 
been altered. That goes quite a way toward fighting not just docu- 
ment fraud, but identity theft. 

Mr. Price. Thank you. Ms. Roybal-Allard. 

HUMANITARIAN GUIDELINES 

Ms. Roybal-Allard. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Ms. Forman, the increased use of raids has resulted in a great 
number of individuals being placed into detention, costing billions 
of dollars. Yet many of these detainees pose no threat to our com- 
munities, such as pregnant women, the elderly, and people with 
medical needs. 

I recently introduced the Immigration Oversight and Fairness 
Act, in part to expand the use of alternatives to detention for 
groups that do not pose a threat to their community or constitute 
a slight risk. 

Recognizing the fact that there are, in fact, other options to the 
high cost of detaining these vulnerable groups, and this is money 
that could be better used to go after criminal aliens, what is DHS 
doing to use these expanded alternative measures for this par- 
ticular group of people? 

Ms. Forman. Thank you very much for the question. When ICE 
conducts some of these enforcement actions, we have guidelines in 
place. And those guidelines include humanitarian guidelines. 

So utilizing your example of a pregnant female, we work with 
our detention and removal agents, and we offer — we process the in- 
dividual, and we release them on humanitarian guidelines. And de- 
tention and removal uses alternatives to detention, to include 
bracelets and phone-ins and so forth. We do that routinely on these 
enforcement actions. 

Ms. Roybal-Allard. Okay. But I am getting reports that there 
are still a great many of these vulnerable people that are still being 
detained, rather than being held under these alternative measures. 
So I do not know where the disconnect here is. Because I am hear- 
ing that there are still many that fall into this category, that are 
still being detained. 

Ms. Forman. I can tell you they start by oversight of the work- 
site investigations. I am not aware of any cases, and I am certainly 
more than glad to go look into any particular circumstance. But 
these guidelines are applied across the board, on all worksite en- 
forcement operations. 


RAPID REPATRIATION 

Ms. Roybal-Allard. Okay. Well, we will work on that. 

Also, the rapid repatriation is an initiative designed to quickly 
deport immigrants with low-level offenses, by offering them a re- 
duced sentence in exchange for waiving the right to a deportation 
proceeding. And for those, there is no chance to obtain immigrant 
status. It is probably a pretty good offer. 

However, again, I have been informed that the rapid repatriation 
may not provide immigrants with sufficient legal information to 
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make an informed decision about whether to accept this offer, or 
not to accept it. 

Could you tell me, what resources do you provide through this 
program to inform immigrants of their rights? And how does this 
legal information compare with what is available to immigrants 
held in the ICE detention centers? 

Probably that is better for Mr. Venturella. 

Mr. Venturella. Well, I am not as familiar with all of the par- 
ticulars around that program. My understanding is that individ- 
uals are given their right to a hearing. Some of these individuals 
may have already been processed and gone through immigration 
proceedings, and have a removal order, but are serving long sen- 
tences or sentences in state custody. 

I do not know if all of them are then issued a charging document 
and go through formal removal proceedings. Again, I am just not 
quite familiar with that, so I will have to get back to you on that 
process. 

Ms. Roybal-Allard. I would appreciate that. Because the ques- 
tion really is, if they are offered this, you know, immediately, are 
they getting enough information to make an informed decision? 
Particularly if they have some basis for being able, you know, to 
stay here. 

So I would appreciate it, if you would. 

Mr. Venturella. Yes. 

PUBLIC NOTICE OF CHANGE TO 1-9 PROCESS 

Ms. Roybal-Allard. And one last thing. On April 3 the U.S. 
Citizenship and Immigration Services will implement a change to 
its employment eligibility verification, a form, I guess it is 1-9 proc- 
ess. And under the new rules, employers will no longer be able to 
accept expired documents for purposes of hiring. 

The concern that I have is that — it is twofold. First of all, this 
revised policy could possibly disproportionately impact poor and el- 
derly Americans who statistically are less likely to renew their 
state IDs or their driver’s license, which could prevent them from 
gainful employment. 

And unfortunately, USCIS has not made alerting the public a 
priority. And as a result, has done very little, if any, outreach. 

Why has this rule change not been more highly publicized, so 
that people would be aware of it? And since we are two days away 
from this deadline, is there any possibility of extending it? So that 
Members of Congress and others can get that word out to our con- 
stituents that this is happening. 

Mr. Aytes. Well, ma’am, this is an interim final rule. We went 
through a very elaborate process with the proposed rule, with com- 
ments, getting information and feedback from folks. We are cer- 
tainly not hiding the changes that have been made. Many of these 
changes have been long-discussed. This is one of the first revisions, 
although a very minor revision, of the 1-9 since the Employer Sanc- 
tions Law first took effect back in the 1980s. 

We have made this change because we did not feel that employ- 
ers should be in the position of having to assess the legitimacy of 
documents that are long expired. 
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Ms. Roybal- Allard. My time is up. I am not taking a position 
against what you are trying to do. 

Mr. Aytes. I understand. 

Ms. Roybal- Allard. I am simply saying that being the impact 
that it is going to have on a lot of folks, I am concerned that the 
information has not gotten out to those who are going to be most 
impacted by this. That is all I am saying. 

And I, you know, for myself, I would like a little more time to 
let my seniors and my constituents know that this is happening. 

Mr. Aytes. Well, we certainly share your concern to the extent 
to which it might adversely impact someone unnecessarily. I think 
it would be extraordinarily problematic, a day before implementa- 
tion, to delay an interim final rule of this nature. 

I will promise you we will take a look. But I cannot hold out 
much hope that we will be able to implement some form of delay. 

[The information follows:] 
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Office of Communications 

U.S, Citizenship 
and Immigration 
Services 


USCIS Update 


April 3, 2009 


USCIS Reminds all U.S. Employers of Requirements to Use 
Revised Form 1-9, Employment Eligibility Verification 

WASHINGTON — U.S. Citizenship and Immigration Services (USCIS) issued a reminder that the 
revised Form 1-9, Employment Eligibility Verification (Rev. 02/02/09), goes into effect today for all U.S. 
employers. The revision date is printed on the lower right-hand comer of the form. 

The interim final rule, published Dec.17, 2008 in the Federal Register, revised the list of documents 
acceptable for the Employment Eligibility Verification (Form 1-9) process. Employers may no longer use 
previous versions of the Form 1-9. 

The revised list improves the security and effectiveness of the Form 1-9 process. The list specifies that 
expired documents are no longer acceptable forms of identification or employment authorization. 
Allowing for expired documents makes it more difficult for employers to verify an employee's identity 
and employment authorization and compromises the Form 1-9 process. 

USCIS also updated the Handbook for Employers - Instructions for Completing Form 1-9 to reflect the 
requirements of the revised Form 1-9. 

For more information on USCIS and its programs, or to obtain the revised Form 1-9 and handbook, visit 
www.tiscis.stov . Employers who do not have computer access can order Forms 1-9 by calling our toll-free 
forms line at 1-800-870-3676. 


USCIS forms and information on immigration laws, regulations, and procedures can also be requested by 
calling the National Customer Service Center toll-free at 1-800-375-5283. 


- USCIS - 
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Office of Communications 

U.S. Citizenship 
and Immigration 
Services 


Questions and Answers AP ri. 3,2009 


Revised Form 1-9, Employment Eligibility Verification Effective 

All U.S. Employers Required To Use New Form 


Introduction 


U.S. Citizenship and Immigration Services (USCIS) issued a reminder that effective April 3, 2009, all 
U.S. employers are required to use the revised Form 1-9, Employment Eligibility Verification . (Rev. 
02/02/09). The revision date can be found in the lower right-hand comer of the form. The interim final 
rule, published Dec. 17, 2008 in the Federal Register, revised the list of documents acceptable for the 
Employment Eligibility Verification (Form 1-9) process. Previous versions of Form 1-9 may no longer be 
used. 

Background 

All employers, agricultural recruiters and referrers for a fee are required to verify the identity and 
employment authorization of each person they hire for employment in the United States. USCIS has 
revised Form 1-9 to bring it into compliance with the governing statutes that require all documents 
presented during the Form 1-9 process to be unexpired. Allowing for expired documents makes it more 
difficult for employers to verify an employee’s identity and employment authorization and compromises 
the Form 1-9 process. 


Questions and Answers 


Q. Why is a revised Form 1-9 being released? 

A . The revised Form 1-9 reflects changes made to the list of documents acceptable for Form 1-9 in 
accordance with the interim final rule titled “Documents Acceptable for Employment Eligibility 
Verification published in the Federal Register on Dec. 17, 2008. The rule furthers our ongoing effort to 
increase the security of the Form 1-9 process. 

Q. In January, USCIS announced a delay in this rule’s implementation in order to receive more 
comments and review the rule further. What was the result of that process? 

A. On Jan. 30, 2009, USCIS did announce a 60-day delay in the effective date of the Interim Final Rule, 
until April 3, 2009, in order to provide the opportunity for further review of the rule. The comment 
period was reopened for 30 days (until March 4, 2009). After consideration of the comments and review 
of the rule, we determined that the rule should take effect on April 3, 2009, as scheduled. The comments 
will be further considered, and responded to, in a subsequent final rulemaking on this subject. 

Q: What is the difference between the revised Form 1-9 and the old one? 

A: The biggest difference in the revised Form 1-9 is that all documents presented during the Form 1-9 
process must be unexpired. The list of approved documents that employees can present to verify their 
identity and employment authorization is divided into three sections: List A documents verify identity and 
employment authorization. List B documents verify identity only, and List C documents verify 
employment authorization only. The following documents have been added or removed from the List of 
Approved Documents: 
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Two documents have been added to List A: 

• A temporary 1-551 printed notation on a machine-readable immigrant visa in addition to the 
foreign passport with a temporary 1-551 stamp; and 

• A passport from the Federated States of Micronesia (FSM) or the Republic of the Marshall 
Islands (RMI) with a valid Form 1-94 or Form I-94A indicating nonimmigrant admission under 
the Compact of Free Association Between the United States and the FSM or RMI. 

Three documents were removed from List A: 

• Form 1-688, Temporary Resident Card; 

• Form 1-688A, Employment Authorization Card; and 

• Form I-688B, Employment Authorization Card. 

Q. Where can I obtain a copy of the revised Form 1-9? 

A. The revised Form 1-9 can be downloaded from the USCIS Web site at http://www.uscis.gov/l-9 . 
Employers who do not have computer access can order USCIS forms by calling our toll-free forms line at 
1-800-870-3676. 

Q: Has the Handbook for Employers (M-274) been updated? 

A: Yes. The Handbook for Employers, Instructions for Completing the Form 1-9 (M-274) has been 
updated to reflect these revisions to the Form 1-9 and is available for free on our Web site at 
http://www.uscis.gov/files/nativedocuments/ni-274 3apr09.pdf . 

Q. Why can’t I present an expired document? 

A. USCIS wants to ensure that documents presented for use in the Form 1-9 process are valid and reliably 
establish both identity and employment authorization status. Expired documents may not demonstrate a 
valid status and are prone to tampering and fraudulent use. This change takes into account the limits 
placed on these documents by their issuing authorities. If a document does not contain an expiration date, 
such as a Social Security card, it is considered unexpired. 

Q. Why is only one type of Employment Authorization Document left in List A? 

A. Forms 1-688, 1-688A and I-688B are older employment authorization documents. These are no longer 
issued and have now expired. 

Q. Section 1, Employee Information and Verification of the revised Form 1-9, refers to a citizen or 
noncitizen national of the United States. Who is a noncitizen national? 

A. Noncitizen nationals are persons bom in American Samoa, certain former citizens of the former 
Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands, and certain children of noncitizen nationals bom abroad. 

More information on U.S. noncitizen nationals can be found at the following Department of State 
Web site: http://www.travel.state.gov/law/citizenship/citizenshiD 78 1 Jitml . 

Q: As an employer, may I accept documents that used to be on the Form 1-9 but aren’t now? 

A: No, Beginning April 3, 2009, employers may only accept documents on the “List of Acceptable 
Documents” on the revised Form 1-9 (Rev. 02/02/09). When an employee must be reverified because 
employment authorization has expired, employers should ensure that they use the revised Form 1-9 with 
its new List of Acceptable Documents. An employer may not reverify the employee by completing 
Section 3 - Updating and Reverification on a previous version of Form 1-9. 

Q: Are there any changes in the way the revised Form 1-9 is completed? 

A: No. The revised form should be completed exactly the same way as the old one. Employers should be 
mindful of changes to the types of documents that they may accept in Section 2 - Employer Review and 
Verification. 


- USCIS - 
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Mr. Price. Thank you. Mr. Rodriguez. 

WORKSITE ENFORCEMENT PRIORITIZATION 

Mr. Rodriguez. Thank you very much. And let me, first of all, 
I know there has been a lot of dialogue on E-Verify back and forth. 
And I do want to, I guess, congratulate you to get into that 96 per- 
cent. The key is, how do we get the next 4 percent or less than 4 
percent. 

And I know you made some comments at the beginning. So 
please let us know, in terms of what we might need to do, or what 
you might need to do in terms of, you know, that might entail us 
taking some actions, that allow us to get to hopefully that 99.9 per- 
cent in the process, okay? 

And let me also just indicate, I know the Minority leader, Mr. 
Rogers, is correct in saying that jobs is one of the main magnets 
of, you know, illegal immigration. And although we do have an- 
other main magnet, which is drugs, and I think we are going to 
have to look at prioritizing how we are going to deal with that from 
one Administration to the other, as to the, you know. And we do 
have some major drugs coming in. 

And I would hope, at least from my perspective, that all of them 
are important. But there is no doubt that we have to come down 
on those criminals that are already here, and do what we need to 
do to correct that, as well as dealing with those individuals who are 
coming across with drugs. 

And I know from previous experiences that in dealing with com- 
panies, that we have also had Mr. Rogers’s reverse, where the 
illegals — and it is true that a lot of times the ones that are, at least 
my perception, that are raided are those that are being treated real 
poorly. Because that is where you hear the complaints, and that is 
where you identify them. And sometimes they are sent back, and 
then we do not have the individuals that can prosecute the employ- 
ers for doing the wrong thing, also. So it is balance there that prob- 
ably we have to strike. 

I do not know if you want to make some comments on the exist- 
ing one, because I know we have had problems in Iowa and other 
places, where they have done some real terrible things, and the 
illegals are sent back. And then we could not prosecute, in some 
cases in the past. I do not know if you want to make some com- 
ments, Ms. Forman. 

Ms. Forman. I cannot comment on the ongoing investigation, but 
we certainly have had worksite enforcement actions that the em- 
ployer has, you know, low standard of wages, poor treatment of the 
employee, certainly. And that is why the focus is always, and will 
continue to be, on the employer, going after the employer. 

Mr. Rodriguez. Now, on those good — and I know we have had 
cases on good employers, because I know we had, there was a 
major case, it was a major company that was in that had busloads, 
and were brought up here. And I do not want to mention the com- 
pany. And that case lasted a long time. At the end, the people who 
I think got nailed were the bus drivers on that case. And so that 
was a major company that was involved with some of that, I think 
it was poultry and others. I will not mention the name of that com- 
pany. 
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But I know that we need to continue to do that on both sides, 
making sure we get those two magnets, both the job-related, you 
know, workforce, as well as the drugs. 

PARTICIPATION IN 287(g) PROGRAM 

Let me ask you one other questions. Since I am on the border, 
Section 287(g), that is extremely important for us in terms of mak- 
ing a distinction there. 

GAO reports indicate that the agencies participating in 287 pro- 
grams often did not know the extent of the legal authority; wheth- 
er, you know, we like the program or not. 

What steps have we taken to ensure participating agencies know 
exactly what they can and cannot do? 

Ms. Forman. Well, the 287(g) program does not fall under the 
Office of Investigations. But based on my knowledge of the 287(g) 
program, there are several weeks of training provided to these 
state and local law enforcement agencies, and they receive the im- 
migration training on what they can and cannot do, and what the 
law requires. 

So there is training before they are able to apply their 287(g) au- 
thority. 


DETENTION FACILITIES FOR FAMILIES 

Mr. Rodriguez. And if I can just follow up one other question, 
on the facility for families. And I think we have two of them, one 
in Texas and one in Pennsylvania. And my understanding is we 
have a facility now for little ones, under 18 I guess, kids? 

Ms. Forman. Are you able to answer? 

Mr. Venturella. I am not aware of ICE having juvenile facili- 
ties. The responsibility for custody of juveniles is with the Office 
of Refugee Resettlement, which is in HHS. 

Mr. Rodriguez. So, okay. So that would not. Now, have we come 
up with any other alternatives to, I know it is a difficult situation, 
every time you hear that you are putting in prison a whole family 
with kids, little kids, it always comes across — well, it is kind of, 
you know, difficult — do we have any other alternatives there? 

Ms. Forman. On our detention and removal section, I could cer- 
tainly take these questions back and provide you a written answer. 

Mr. Rodriguez. Thank you very much. 

E-VERIFY ERROR RATES 

Mr. Price. Thank you. We welcome Mr. Culberson. I understand 
he will defer for a couple of time slots here, and then we will get 
right to him. Meanwhile, we will start the second round. 

I have a very brief question to you, Mr. Aytes, following up on 
Mr. Calvert’s line of questioning. Then I would like to get back to 
this question of worksite enforcement. 

I do think we need to ask you to elaborate a bit on the rather 
encouraging statistics you gave us about the error rates. As you 
know, sometimes you need to look at the subsets within an overall 
statistic of that sort. 

And the figures we had heard indicate that there were some 
problematic subsets, led by naturalized citizens, that had been a 
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problem. The audit, the WESTAT audit of E-Verify showed that 
one in 10 naturalized citizens get told they cannot be employed in 
the United States. 

I wonder if you could just briefly tell me what kind of progress 
you have made in, first of all, to confirm that that is true; and also, 
what kind of progress you have made in improving on that. And 
then just briefly telegraph any other problematic subsets, and 
maybe follow up for the record with more detailed information. 

Mr. Aytes. Certainly, sir. It is true, not every individual worker 
is going to go through exactly the same experience, depending on 
their background. 

We did have an issue with naturalized citizens and derivative 
citizens, for example. So we pay attention to the type of individuals 
who contest and are successfully able to convince us, after we do 
some research, that they are employment-authorized. 

What can we do to improve the system so the next time they, or 
someone like them, are going to get an automatic verification? That 
is what has been able to drive this verification rate up. 

So for example, when we noticed that problem, we started load- 
ing naturalization data more extensively into the system. And we 
started loading passport data, so that derivative citizens who typi- 
cally will obtain a passport before they enter the United States, so 
that information is now in our system and that is driving those 
numbers down. 

And I will tell you that the numbers that I have cited, and that 
you all have cited, we publicly talk about validated data. WESTAT 
is a company that comes in and does an audit for us. We use that 
data. 

That data is actually almost a year old. I am very confident that 
based on the results we have seen in terms of the number of calls 
we are getting, and the types of mismatches that we have been 
able to avoid, that the numbers are somewhat better today than 
even those numbers. 

Mr. Price. I would appreciate your confirming that for the 
record, if you might, within any hard data that you have, as well 
as any information about other problematic subsets. 

Mr. Aytes. Yes, sir. 

[The information follows:] 

USCIS is working on a number of upcoming system enhancements including, 
among other improvements, the integration of additional databases that will be 
automatically checked within the E-Verify program. In February 2009, E-Verify 
added passport data to the sources checked within the program. This addition has 
significantly reduced mismatches issued to naturalized and derivative citizens, and 
will continue to decrease the number of initial mismatches later confirmed as em- 
ployment-authorized (the 0.4 percent statistic referenced above). 

In FY2010, E-Verify will integrate SEVIS II data into the initial E-Verify system 
check. Immigration and Customs Enforcement (ICE)’s SEVIS II houses foreign stu- 
dent and exchange visitor population data. The integration of this data will signifi- 
cantly reduce mismatch incidence for this population. E-Verify is also working to 
automate the process for Temporary Protection Status (TPS) students who may 
have an expired EAD cards if their TPS was extended past the original timeframe. 
Also in FY2010, E-Verify intends to implement new matching techniques to account 
for format and typographical mismatches deriving from date of birth entries or com- 
plex surnames. 

Despite planned improvements, there will always be cases that result in 
mismatches that require employee action to update or correct the record before the 
system can issue an employment-authorized response, this process of updating 
records is beneficial to the employee, SSA, and DHS. Mismatches that cannot be 
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prevented by system enhancements are often due to change of life events such as 
marriage or name change that the employee fails to report to SSA. Other 
mismatches are typographical errors that occur when the employer enters informa- 
tion into the system or the employee enters information on the Form 1-9. USCIS 
continues to conduct outreach campaigns encouraging people to update their infor- 
mation with SSA and to identify system improvements to account for typographical 
and formatting mismatches. 

WORKSITE ENFORCEMENT POLICY 

Mr. Price. Ms. Forman, I get back to this question of worksite 
enforcement. As is evident I think from the discussion here today, 
this is a contentious and controversial issue. 

And one of the reasons that some people, many people, have 
criticized ICE worksite enforcement raids is because they perceive 
that employers are generally not punished to the same degree as 
the workers that they may be exploiting. 

Over the weekend I was pleased to read that Secretary 
Napolitano has ordered a review of ICE’s worksite enforcement 
policies and practices. I, for one, welcome this review. Since I be- 
lieve ICE’s worksite enforcement investigations need to be consid- 
ered, in the context of the Department’s other priorities and needs; 
and that more focus needs to be placed on the employers who ex- 
ploit illegal immigrants. 

Now, I am not asking you to comment on this policy review; I 
know you are not in a position to do that. But I do think it would 
be helpful for us to understand more about how ICE has tradition- 
ally approached worksite enforcement investigations. So let me ask 
you just a few related questions. 

Under the previous Administration, what was ICE’s policy for 
building cases against employers in worksite enforcement cases? Of 
the worksite enforcement cases you closed last year, how many re- 
sulted in criminal charges against employers? And generally speak- 
ing, what percentage of worksite enforcement cases result in the 
prosecution of an employer? 

Ms. Forman. Mr. Chairman, in terms of our priorities in work- 
site enforcement, our number-one priority is going after employers 
who hire within our national critical infrastructures, such as mili- 
tary installation, airports, and seaports. 

Our second prong, if there is a second prong, is going after those 
egregious employers; those employers who have built their business 
and used the business model, knowingly hiring illegal aliens. 

And then if there is a third prong, it is not, per se, criminal in 
nature. It is working in partnership with the private sector to edu- 
cate and to bring companies into compliance. Those who want a 
pure and clean workforce. And that is the way we still continue to 
address worksite enforcement in those priority areas. 

criminal investigation at worksites 

Mr. Price. Can you more specifically address my question about 
the cases that you build against employers, and the percentage of 
cases that have resulted in criminal charges against employers? 

Ms. Forman. The way we build a criminal investigation in the 
worksite area, as well as all the other areas in which we inves- 
tigate, we use various methods. 
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Oftentimes we use investigative tools, where we can bring in a, 
either a law enforcement officer or a cooperating witness who will 
go in and help us develop information against the employer. Some- 
times we get information based on our audits, on our 1-9 audits, 
where there is the propensity that the company may have fraudu- 
lently made up some of these 1-9 audits, or knowingly accepted 
fraudulent documentation. 

Our intent is to build enough probable cause to get it working 
with the U.S. Attorney’s Office to get a search warrant to search 
the premises. That is usually our number-one tool and vehicle in 
terms of trying to build a case against the employer. 

WORKSITE ENFORCEMENT CASES CLOSED IN 2008 

Mr. Price. I gather you do not have the overall figures about the 
number of worksite enforcement cases you closed in 2008 that re- 
sulted in criminal charges against employers? 

Ms. Forman. No, but I can get that for you. 

[The information follows:] 

ICE does not track the number of closed worksite enforcement investigations dur- 
ing a fiscal year that result in the criminal prosecution of an employer. However, 
ICE does track the number of worksite enforcement related criminal arrests made 
during a fiscal year and whether that criminal arrest was of an employer or em- 
ployee. 

Fiscal Year (FY) 2005: 176 Criminal Arrests — Employers represented 2% of the 
total criminal arrests. 

FY 2006: 716 Criminal Arrests — Employers represented 15% of the total criminal 
arrests. 

FY 2007: 863 Criminal Arrests — Employers represented 11% of the total criminal 
arrests. 

FY 2008: 1103 Criminal Arrests — Employers represented 12% of the total criminal 
arrests. 

Mr. Price. If you can furnish that for the record, and any further 
information you might want to give about previous years or trends 
in this regard. We very much need that information, actually, so 
please do get back to us. 

Ms. Forman. I will. 

Mr. Price. Mr. Rogers. 

WORKSITE ENFORCEMENT POLICY 

Mr. Rogers. Well, staying on the same topic, I think if there is 
anything on this subcommittee we can agree upon — and there are 
a number of things — but I think certainly one thing I am sure of 
is we all want you to prosecute employers who are exploiting illegal 
aliens, or anyone else. 

And the reason that I would want you to do that is, I want you 
to — I think it helps shut down the magnet that helps draw illegals 
across the border. Not to mention the humanitarian question, 
which is, of course, important. 

So that has got me concerned, these news accounts insinuating 
or implying that the Administration is going to let upon worksite 
enforcement in the U.S. because of the humanitarian impact on the 
illegal aliens. And that has me worried. 

The Secretary now is saying that she is going to issue a new pro- 
tocol, apparently shortly, to outline what the new policy will be to- 
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ward worksite enforcement. Do you know anything about what that 
protocol will be? 

Ms. Forman. Not the protocols, per se. The Secretary has stated 
in public forums that her focus will still continue to be on the em- 
ployer, on the egregious employer. 

DELAYS OF IMMIGRATION RAIDS 

Mr. Rogers. Yes. Well, she, according to the newspaper and The 
Post story, apparently has delayed a series of immigration raids in 
recent weeks. Is that true? 

Ms. Forman. There have been reviews of the worksite cases that 
ICE Office of Investigations has conducted to ensure that we are 
utilizing all the resources and tools at our disposal to go after the 
employer. So we have conducted a review internally. But I am not 
aware of delaying cases for the sake of delaying cases. No, sir. 

Mr. Rogers. Why have you reviewed those cases? 

Ms. Forman. We are trying to make sure that the target, the ul- 
timate target of these investigations, these worksite investigations, 
are the employer. 

These cases, because there are less, I mean the percentages of 
employers, they are complex investigations. Some of these inves- 
tigations take months, some of them can take years to put to- 
gether, in terms of collecting and establishing probable cause 
against an employer. And that is why the numbers are lower in 
terms of the employers themselves, because it takes a lot of evi- 
dence to show culpability. 

DELAY OF RAID ON MILITARY-RELATED FACILITY 

Mr. Rogers. Well, there was a raid that was supposed to have 
taken place at a military-related facility in Chicago last week, in 
which they had arranged to temporarily detail as many as 100 ille- 
gal immigrants, according to one official. A second official said that 
the Secretary thought the investigative work was inadequate. 

Can you comment on that? 

Ms. Forman. Sir, I cannot comment on that. I am not sure, I 
cannot verify the validity of the source of that type of information. 
And I cannot comment on an ongoing investigation. 

Mr. Rogers. Well, apparently there is no investigation, then. It 
was called off. 

Ms. Forman. I am not aware of any investigation being called 
off, sir. 

Mr. Rogers. Period? Or in Chicago? 

Ms. Forman. Period. 

DELAY OF WORKSITE INVESTIGATIONS 

Mr. Rogers. Are not you head of investigations? 

Ms. Forman. Yes, I am. 

Mr. Rogers. You do not know of any that has been called off? 

Ms. Forman. Not to the best of my knowledge, no. 

Mr. Rogers. Well, if anybody should know, you should. You are 
the Director, right? 

Ms. Forman. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rogers. Has any investigation been delayed or called off? 
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Ms. Forman. There have been investigations that have been re- 
viewed, but none have been called off, no. 

Mr. Rogers. What do you mean reviewed? 

Ms. Forman. Reviewed to ensure that there is legal sufficiency 
in terms of going after the employer. 

Mr. Rogers. And has a determination been made in some of 
those that there is not proper information available to you to allow 
you to go forward? 

Ms. Forman. I do not have that information off-hand. 

Mr. Rogers. I am sorry? 

Ms. Forman. The review is still taking place on some of these 
investigations. I do not have that information readily available. 

Mr. Rogers. Well, has there been any of those investigations, 
that you have reviewed, where you have said no, we do not have 
a good case? 

Ms. Forman. None in which we say we do not have a good case. 
We have had some where we have asked for stronger evidence to 
go after the employer. 

Mr. Rogers. So there have been some that have been delayed or 
put off, because of insufficient evidence. 

Ms. Forman. Possibly some for insufficient evidence in terms of 
going after the employer, or asking or requesting for stronger evi- 
dence to go forward. 

Mr. Rogers. Well, in these cases, in those cases, maybe the em- 
ployer was not an unscrupulous exploiter of illegals. But also you 
knew there were illegals working at that place. Surely there is 
cases like that, right? 

Ms. Forman. I am sure there may be cases like that. 

Mr. Rogers. So that you know whether, you know of some places 
where illegals are illegally working, right? 

Ms. Forman. We have received information, yes. 

Mr. Rogers. Yes. And yet you have not moved on them. An 
American citizen, a tax-paying American citizen, is out of a job, 
looking for work, or being displaced by an illegal that you know is 
illegal. Right or wrong? 

Ms. Forman. That we have received information that may be il- 
legal, yes. 

Mr. Rogers. And you are depriving an American taxpayer out of 
a job, trying to support his family or her family, from making a liv- 
ing, being displaced by an illegal alien, in the country illegally, 
gaining the job illegally, that you know, the government knows, is 
there illegally. 

Now, is that good policy, or not? 

Ms. Forman. I cannot address the policy. I can tell, as an en- 
forcement officer, in order to make a greater impact, you want to 
go after the employer, the one who is knowingly hiring the illegal 
aliens. 

Mr. Rogers. What about the illegal alien that is being employed 
illegally? 

Ms. Forman. Once again, it is a confidential approach, with the 
target being the employer him- or herself. 

Mr. Rogers. What about the illegal employee? Are they not a 
target to you? 
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Ms. Forman. They are a target. But the primary target is the 
employer. 

Mr. Rogers. Well, you will not leave that — that is the line. Okay. 

Mr. Price. Mr. Farr. 

UNDOCUMENTED ALIENS INCARCERATED 

Mr. Farr. Well, I think the good news is that Mr. Rogers invites 
you to do the raids in Kentucky, but do not do them in the Salinas 
Valley, because we will not get any food harvested. 

But I wanted to go back to the questions on the jail checks. And 
Mr. Venturella, you said you have 100 percent inventory of the peo- 
ple in the federal prisons that are undocumented, that are serving 
time in state prisons? 

Mr. Venturella. We have 100 percent coverage and screening 
of those facilities. 

Mr. Farr. And how many are there? 

Mr. Venturella. How many currently detained in those facili- 
ties? 

Mr. Farr. Yes. 

Mr. Venturella. I will have to get you that exact figure. 

Mr. Farr. And when you, when they go out, when they leave — 
you never answered the question, we ran out of time — will you be 
there at the gate to deport them? 

Mr. Venturella. At the federal and state institutions where we 
have the coverage, yes. These individuals are identified while they 
are in federal custody or state custody; they go through removal 
proceedings when they are in custody. And when they are being re- 
leased, that release is coordinated with ICE authorities in those lo- 
cations. 

So those individuals are not released back into the street, and 
then ICE will have to go after them or take an action on them. 
They are all processed within the confines of that system. 

Mr. Farr. So you have 100 percent inventory, but you do not 
know how many are going to be, you are going to have to work to 
detain, deport this year? 

Mr. Venturella. No. You asked me a question if I had that 
number right now. I do not have it right now, but we can provide 
it to you. Again, based on the coverage of the federal and state sys- 
tems, yes, we can provide that. At the local, we are developing a 
model to forecast the numbers that we believe we will encounter 
that are in the local system and state systems. 

Mr. Farr. What I would really like is if you could give me the 
numbers of the criminals that you are going to deport, the numbers 
of the warrants that you are going to go out and try to — a guess- 
timate, because you will not have them all ahead of time — but 
what you think your warrant workload is? And then I would like 
that compared to what I call the bycatch, to the people that were 
just undocumented, but at the wrong place at the wrong time, so 
they were caught. 

Mr. Venturella. Okay. We will collect that and provide that to 
you. 

[The information follows:] 

Currently there are 4,374 prison/jail facilities across the United States. The ICE 
CAP program currently provides 100% coverage at 1,865 of these facilities. At those 
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facilities where ICE has 100% CAP coverage, the estimated daily population of in- 
carcerated criminal aliens is 180,000. 

As of August 26, 2009, IDENT/IAFIS Interoperability has been established in 79 
jurisdictions throughout the United States. The annual total estimated number of 
incarcerated criminal aliens where Interoperability is currently deployed is 150,117. 

Mr. Farr. I think that would help put some perspective on this 
debate. 


PROCESS FOR UNDOCUMENTED ALIEN INCARCERATION 

What I would also like to know is, what is the requirement that 
you are expecting because of, with this sort of difficulty you have 
had to get local, local law enforcement and ICE? How much of what 
this new program that you are implementing requires them to have 
to do something, have to do something different? Or how much, 
how much of it depends on their end of the — they are going to be 
booking people, and you are trying to standardize that process, 
right? So the fingerprint? 

Mr. Venturella. Well, I believe the process is standardized. It 
is a common process at local law enforcement, that all levels use. 
They arrest individuals, they book them into their facility; they 
charge them, they take fingerprints, they take photographs. And as 
a routine, they transmit those photographs through their state 
AFIS system, which then is connected to the federal IAFIS system. 

So there really is no change in the routine. It is more of an 
awareness of, now that if they share that information, what they 
get back in return. And in return is an immigration response that 
includes immigration history, as well as the availability of ICE re- 
sources to take that individual into custody, or to take some appro- 
priate action against them. 

So there is really no change, there is no additional training. But 
there certainly is an awareness that needs to occur before the tech- 
nology and capability is deployed. 

Also, the local law enforcement officials, as well as the local gov- 
ernments, can opt out of participating in this type of program. So 
it is not a mandatory program, it is certainly voluntary. 

Mr. Farr. But you are dependent on them. I mean, once they 
send in those fingerprints, which they are going to do anyway 
through that AFIS, then the responsibility is yours to, to tell them 
that this person is undocumented. 

Mr. Venturella. That is correct. 

Mr. Farr. And yet we do not know what that whole workload is 
going to be yet this year? 

Mr. Venturella. We are getting very close. And when I say 
close, within months of being able to tell you what we think that 
population is in the United States. 

E-VERIFY 

Mr. Farr. Because it seemed the dialogue here with Mr. Calvert 
is that in many ways, we know more about how to find out whether 
an innocent dishwasher, who is new on the job, but gets detained 
in running by E-Verify, you can find out more about an undocu- 
mented dishwasher than a person who has committed a crime. 

Mr. Venturella. Well, as I stated, I think very shortly we will 
be able to provide this committee with that information that you 
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are seeking: where these people are located, when they are going 
to be released, and when did they come into ICE custody. 

This is, the very core of this approach, relying on biometrics, is 
going to provide us a complete set of data on criminal aliens in the 
United States that nobody has. And so we see, through where we 
have deployed all fingerprint transactions that go through that par- 
ticular jurisdiction, we are able to then classify those individuals 
based on the severity of their crimes. And we are also able to deter- 
mine which are foreign-born and which are not. 

We never had that ability before. We relied on local law enforce- 
ment to make the referrals, or to have ICE officers in those facili- 
ties to encounter those individuals. 

Now, by relying on biometrics and focusing at the very initial or 
early stage of the booking process at the local facility, we will be 
able to capture that data, and then provide that analysis. And with 
that, we should be able to forecast where our resources should be 
and what our resources needs are in those locations. Where we ex- 
pect these individuals to be encountered. 

Mr. Farr. While I appreciate that, it has also been the highest 
priority in the law for a long time. And it seems that, again, that 
if we have to prioritize, I would rather prioritize there than doing 
the raids. 

Mr. Venturella. Understood. 

Mr. Culberson. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. If I could yield for 
such time as he may conclude, to my Ranking Member, Mr. Rogers. 

CHANGE IN POLICY FOR WORKSITE ENFORCEMENT 

Mr. Rogers. Thank you. And I will take only 30 seconds or so. 
And I thank the gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, we have seen history here today. We know the 
new policy of the Department of Homeland Security. Ms. Forman, 
the Director of Investigations for the Department, now says that 
we will not raid, nor prosecute, a plant where illegals are em- 
ployed, knowingly by the Department, knowingly by the employer, 
so long as the employer does not exploit the illegals. 

That is a new policy. And it is, in fact, de facto amnesty. We are 
saying to people around the world, come in here; we are a nation 
without borders. Come on in, get a job. If you are treated fairly, 
we are not going to bother you. That is the new policy. 

And Mr. Chairman, I am disgusted. 

Mr. Culberson. Certainly. And I would also point out for the 
record, I believe I saw this morning in the paper that U.S. jobless 
claims have just reached an unemployment claims record — here it 
is. “U.S. jobless claims rise to a 26-year high last week. U.S. work- 
ers — ” U.S. workers — “filing new claims for unemployment unex- 
pectedly rose to the highest level in 26 years, a record high in 
March.” So Mr. Rogers is exactly right that people who are here il- 
legally and holding a job that could be held by an American, it is 
just not acceptable. 

And I will tell you something else that I really am deeply con- 
cerned about, that — and I apologize, we have other commitments 
and committee meetings right on top of this that delayed me — that 
the people of Houston are particularly concerned about, as we have 
had two police officers, a number of police offers over the years, but 
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two in particular in recent months, killed by illegal aliens who 
were previously arrested for other crimes, that ICE did not do their 
job in deporting them. 

The Houston Chronicle did a very extensive and very well, they 
did a very good job in a three-part series investigation of the num- 
ber of people here illegally from other countries who had committed 
other crimes, who had not been deported by ICE. And ICE is aware 
of these people. Rape, assault, children that have been raped. 

It is appalling. And I could not agree more with my Chairman, 
the good man from North Carolina, who is quoted in this article, 
November 16, 2008, Mr. Chairman. You are absolutely right. “Con- 
gressman David Price, Chairman of the House Homeland Security 
Appropriations Committee, said to the Houston Chronicle, ‘The 
present situation is unacceptable.’ Quoting Chairman Price, ‘The 
highest priority for ICE should be deporting people who have prov- 
en their ability and their willingness to do us harm.’” 

I could not agree more, Mr. Chairman. You are exactly right. It 
has been a concern of each and every one of us I know on this com- 
mittee and in Congress. 

And Ms. Forman, the committee gave ICE, the Chairman was ex- 
traordinarily generous, Ranking Member Mr. Rogers, we all made 
this a priority. I think almost a billion dollars, Mr. Chairman, for 
this specific purpose, to fully fund what you told us was necessary, 
to identify and deport criminal, violent, dangerous criminals who 
were arrested by U.S. law enforcement authorities. And you have 
had that money since September. 

And this Chronicle analysis, just looking at the Harris County 
Jail, the Chronicle discovered that three out of four of the inmates 
in the Harris County Jail — who admitted freely that they were 
here illegally and had been arrested for some other crime — three 
out of four of those inmates, and this is as of November, had never 
even had the paperwork filed on them by ICE. And many of these 
are just appalling cases, where you have got multiple crimes. 

USE OF $1 BILLION IN FISCAL YEAR 2009 FUNDING 

And I wanted to ask just a couple questions. You may not be able 
to answer them immediately today, but I really want something in 
writing that would tell us, tell the committee what you have done 
with the nearly $1 billion that the Chairman and the committee 
have been so generous to give you in these tight times, to identify 
and deport criminal aliens, people who are not only here illegally, 
but have committed violent crimes, number one. 

And in particular, the problem we have in Houston. Which is the 
Harris County Jail is the largest jail in Texas. And we have a par- 
ticularly terrible problem in Houston. And I would like, if you 
could, to address what you have done with the money that you 
have had with September, number one. 

And then, number two, to point out, Mr. Chairman, because my 
time is brief and I am going to have to — your answer to my ques- 
tion is going to undoubtedly fill the remainder of my time. I am a 
lawyer by training, and was a civil defense attorney before I came 
to Congress. And I have always done my best to support tort re- 
form. I do not believe in expanding liability; done my best to make 
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sure that the litigation, the courthouse is there as a last resort. 
Trial lawyers and I do not always see eye to eye. 

But I have to tell you, when I look at this, and I am reminded, 
Mr. Chairman, of in New York City, for example, you cannot prove 
knowledge on the government, city government, unless they know 
about, for example, the pothole. And there was a group of lawyers 
that actually drove around town and took photographs of, and doc- 
umented all the potholes in New York City, and then sent them in 
to city government in order to prove that if somebody hit that pot- 
hole and damaged their car, they could then sue the city and say 
hey, you knew about this. 

I think about the case of a psychiatrist. We had one case in my 
office where a psychiatrist, a guy comes into the office and says I 
am going to go out and hurt somebody. The psychiatrist knew the 
guy was a risk, and lets the guy walk free. The psychiatrist is lia- 
ble. 

There are many instances like that in the law. And the neg- 
ligence is so severe, Ms. Forman, I have to tell you, I am at the 
point of kicking around with my colleagues finding a way to hold 
ICE agents — if you have got the money, you have got the ability 
to identify and deport these criminal aliens, when they hurt a child 
and you let them go, there ought to be a way to come after the 
agents, and you, ma’am, individually, and hold you liable. 

I have to tell you, I am fed up with it. Unacceptable. It is unac- 
ceptable. What have you done with the money? And what are you 
going to do to solve this problem? 

Ms. Forman. Sir, I oversee the Office of Investigations. I am 
going to turn this over to my colleague. 

Mr. Culberson. Okay. Well, who is it? I am sorry, if you are In- 
vestigations, who do I need to bore in on? 

Mr. Venturella. That would be me, sir. 

Mr. Culberson. Okay. You drew the black bean, as we say in 
Texas. 

Mr. Venturella. What we have done in particular in Harris 
County in the City of Houston, with the funding that was provided, 
the $200 million in Fiscal Year 2008, we have deployed this bio- 
metric capability in Harris County, where every individual who is 
arrested and booked in that facility, their fingerprints are shared 
not only with DOJ FBI, but also with ICE. 

And so based on that, we are making more identifications of the 
individuals who have been previously encountered by ICE enforce- 
ment. 

Mr. Culberson. Right. 

Mr. Venturella. In addition to that, we have added CAP re- 
sources, Criminal Alien Program officers, to Harris County 24/7. 
And we have also provided 287(g) training to the deputies there in 
Harris County. 

But as we turn a county on with this biometric capability, we 
also turn on these other booking locations. Now, I do not have the 
exact number for all of the booking locations that contribute to 
Harris County. But for example, the Houston Police Department 
also has that capability, where fingerprints are transmitted elec- 
tronically, because they have the capability of doing that. And in 
return, information is exchanged back on these individuals. 
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The most serious individuals do end up in Harris County, in 
most cases. So we are made aware of their arrest and booking in 
at the Houston Police Department, and then we catch up to them 
at the Harris 

Mr. Culberson. But what are you doing to deport them? And 
thank you for the time, Mr. Chairman, my time is up. 

Mr. Venturella. I am sorry? 

Mr. Culberson. But what do you do to deport them? I will follow 
up on this individually. But could they give us a report, Mr. Chair- 
man, on what they have done with the money the committee gave 
them, nationwide? And in particular, I really want to know about 
Harris County. I am going to pursue this individually. It is the de- 
portations that matter. 

Mr. Price. We have actually all already requested an accounting 
of progress made with these appropriated funds. And of course, we 
expect this to be reflected in the 2010 detailed request, as well. 

Mr. Calvert. 


E-VERIFY 

Mr. Calvert. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Aytes, I think this 
question is probably directed to you. 

As you know, all federal agencies are required to use e-Verify. 
Are you aware of any agencies right now that are not using it? 

Mr. Aytes. No, sir, I am not. 

Mr. Calvert. Just for the record, could you check into that and 
verify that all U.S. agencies are, in fact, using E-Verify? 

Mr. Aytes. Yes, sir. 

[The information follows:] 

All 15 cabinet-level departments are represented in E-Verify. There are 1,249 
unique federal organization accounts in E-Verify that include all five military 
branches, smaller agencies and federal corporations. E-Verify allows employers flexi- 
bility in structuring and implementing their E-Verify accounts. This flexibility al- 
lows federal agencies to set up separate organization accounts broadly (i.e. by bu- 
reau or component) or narrowly (i.e. by location or unit). 

Mr. Calvert. That is in the law today. Secondly, as you are also 
aware, all U.S. Government contractors, as I understand it, are re- 
quired to go on the E-Verify system as of May 20. Is that correct? 

Mr. Aytes. That is the current schedule, yes, sir. 

Mr. Calvert. It has been delayed a couple of times, as you know. 
Do you see any reason for this program to be delayed? Are you able 
to take on that additional workload? 

Mr. Aytes. I think the folks in the new Administration simply 
want an opportunity to be able to understand the ramifications and 
the implications of this. That was the cause of the initial delay. It 
was not only this regulation that was delayed; there were a whole 
series. But they wanted the opportunity to understand before they 
were implemented. 

But you are correct; the current schedule is that it will be imple- 
mented in late May. 

Mr. Calvert. How many additional employers do you think 
that — have you done any analysis to determine how many addi- 
tional employers this will bring on to the system? 

Mr. Aytes. I imagine the staff has, sir. I will have to get you 
that information. I do not have it in front of me. 
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[The information follows:] 

Following the effective date of the FAR rule in FY09, it is estimated that there 
will be approximately 168,624 contractors and subcontractors that will be required 
to enroll in E-Verify. 

Mr. Calvert. I understand it is a significant number. Would it 
more than double the amount of employers you have on the system 
presently? 

Mr. Aytes. It may double the number of employers. I do not 
know that it would double the number of queries. 

E-VERIFY NON-CONFIRMATION 

Mr. Calvert. Okay. Just for the record, tell us what the process 
for individuals is who receive a tentative non-confirmation, as they 
go through the process to be verified. 

Mr. Aytes. The employer is required to notify the worker at the 
time of the non-confirmation. And the worker indicates whether or 
not they plan to contest. Then they are given information to pro- 
ceed to either the Social Security Administration, or to be able to 
contact USCIS toll-free. And they have an eight-day window, eight 
business days in which to contact us and to resolve the issue if 
they believe the initial tentative non-confirmation was erroneous. 

Mr. Calvert. Okay. And again, that is approximately 3.9 percent 
of all employees, of the total universe, is that correct? 

Mr. Aytes. That, given that initial tentative non-confirmation. 

Mr. Calvert. And about 0.4 percent are successfully contested. 
Of the balance of those, the 3.5 percent that either walk away or 
were not authorized to work, the assumption, I assume, is that the 
3.5 percent are not part of the legal workforce. Or they would have 
not walked away from the process. 

Mr. Aytes. That is our assumption, sir. 

Mr. Calvert. So again I want to make this point, Mr. Chairman. 
Using those numbers, if the system is 99.6 percent accurate, that 
is a pretty remarkable number. And we look forward to you con- 
tinuing to use the system as we expand E-Verify throughout the 
United States. 

Thank you. 

Mr. Price. Thank you. Mr. Serrano. 

SUPPORT FOR IMMIGRANTS 

Mr. Serrano. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Thank you for holding 
this hearing. And I apologize for being late. I was attending a cou- 
ple of other hearings, as you well can imagine. 

I think the subjects that I would like to discuss have been 
touched, and perhaps they have been touched with great emotion 
today. So rather, I would simply like to share with you my 
thoughts on how one could do what the law says you have to do, 
and still uphold the behavior of a country known to welcome people 
when they come here. 

Yes, it is true that folks that are here undocumented are consid- 
ered lawbreakers. But there is a big difference between a person 
who crosses a border, desperately looking for any job that is avail- 
able, and a person that comes here or lives here and assaults an- 
other person. 
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So for the record, I want to be clear: Criminal aliens, as they are 
called, are no friends of any of us. And therefore, what the law 
mandates is what has to be dealt with. 

But when we talk about who we go after, I think it serves no 
purpose to continuously go after dishwashers, or lawn caretakers, 
or folks working in places where only they can work, or where only 
they are capable of doing certain jobs, not out of any talent or prep- 
aration necessarily, but out of the need the country has. 

I think that the whole issue of these raids that were conducted 
for so long, and continue to be conducted, I am not sure they serve 
any purpose, other than scare people and create a worse reputation 
for us. For, you see, notwithstanding the fact that we have an im- 
migration issue — and I do not call that a problem. A country made 
up of immigrants and others forced to be here against their will is 
not a country that can turn on its own by knocking immigrants of 
any kind. 

But having an immigration issue, or a problem, as some would 
think it is, does not get resolved by meanness or lack of under- 
standing of what the greater issue is. 

You know, it dawns on me, as I hear the data on the Floor, that 
we spend a lot of time — and we all do it, I do it too — reminding the 
world that we are the greatest country on earth. That we are the 
greatest democracy; in fact, we try to impose our democracy on 
other people, sometimes by force. Then we get upset when people 
want to come here. 

And the free market, when you advertise, you advertise because 
you want people to buy your product. A byproduct, a side effect, of 
us telling the world we are the greatest, and we are the greatest, 
and trying to impose our way on others, is that some people would 
like to come here. 

But they do not cross those borders, they do not come on an air- 
plane, they do not come on a ship with the intent of hurting us. 
No one leaves where they are from to come to another country 
with, 99 percent of the people, with the intent of hurting anyone. 
You do not do that. 

I mean, I migrated from Puerto Rico. It is different than immi- 
grating, you know. Yet to this day, March 28, which was last week, 
stands out in my mind. March 28, 1950. Because I left a warm cli- 
mate, arrived in New York in freezing weather. My father had 
bought us clothing for leaving Puerto Rico, and later on I reminded 
him that he should have brought us clothing for arriving in New 
York. So I arrived in short pants and short sleeves, it is a whole 
scene I do not think I have recovered from. 

And even though that was simply going from one, from a terri- 
tory to a state, it still, in my head, you know, 59 years later, is 
something so dramatic. And so no one leaves what they have, or 
what little they have, to come to this country to be a problem. 

And all I am trying to say to you is that I suspect that this Ad- 
ministration, at the minimum, is going to say let us be more hu- 
mane about what we do. I am not suggesting you do not follow the 
law. I am not suggesting that we avoid following the law. But I am 
suggesting that these are not criminals. These are people who 
broke our immigration law, but they are not criminals. They came 
here to work, they came here to start a new life. 
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And the fact of life is that if they were all to leave, all 12 million 
of them were to leave tomorrow, we would be sitting around here 
trying to figure out what kind of special visas we could be issuing 
to get the same people back here to do the work that needs to be 
done. 

Some of it sometimes gets funny. I commend to all of you an 
independent movie called A Day Without a Mexican. It is about 
California waking up one day and not finding Mexicans. And peo- 
ple having to mow their own lawn, and things that, you know, that 
they never did before. 

Without belaboring the point, I would just hope that to continue 
to do your work, you know that you have the support of this mem- 
ber, and you certainly have the support of the committee, in re- 
sources, and in the idea and the understanding to follow the law. 
But how you follow the law, what makes a good cop from a bad cop 
in a neighborhood like I grew up was which cop would talk to you, 
would deal with you with a humane face in a humane way, versus 
the one who was only imposing the law. 

So I have no questions for you, other than simply to say, remem- 
ber, we are dealing with people here. We are dealing with people. 
We are not dealing with animals. We are not dealing with objects. 
We are dealing with people, people who will become a part of this 
country one way or another. People who have a history in many 
ways of having been part of this country. Because, you know, a lot 
of Mexicans woke up one day, in the case of Mexicans, and found 
out they were in the U.S., when the day before that they were liv- 
ing in Mexico. And that is still an issue for all of us to remember. 

And so let us just try and put a human behavior on it. And we 
will continue to support you. This problem, this issue is not going 
to go away. How we handle it is how we will be judged as we go 
down in history. 

Thank you. 

Mr. Price. Thank you. And let me add my thanks for the work 
you do in a very difficult and contentious area, and for your 
straightforward testimony here this morning. We look forward to 
hearing further from your agencies as we prepare the bill for 2010. 

With that, with our gratitude, the subcommittee is adjourned. 
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QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD SUBMITTED BY 
CHAIRMAN DAVID E. PRICE 

Michael Aytes, Acting Deputy Director, 

United States Citizenship and Immigration Services 
Marcy Forman, Director, Office of Investigations, 

U.S. Immigration and Customs Enforcement 
David Venturella, Executive Director, Secure Communities, 
U.S. Immigration and Customs Enforcement 
Priorities Enforcing Immigration Law 


ICE Management 

Question: Piease list all ICE political employees who received bonuses in 2008. Include the position, office, 
and bonus amount. 

ANSWER: There were no political employees who received bonuses in 2008 as they were ineligible due to 
moratorium guidance. 


Question: Please list ail ICE SES bonuses provided in 2008 by position, office, and bonus amount. 

ANSWER: There were forty ICE SES bonuses provided for the Fiscal Year (FY) 2008 rating cycle (total 
amount of $556,881). Fifty SES Employees were rated in the FY 2008 cycle. In addition, four SES bonuses 
were awarded to DHS Office of General Counsel (OGC) employees (total amount of $58,000). Although the 
OGC employees report directly to DHS, they provide legal support to ICE, and the bonuses were funded by 
ICE. 


SES BONUSES 
FY 2008 SES Rating Cycle 

(12-08-08) 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 
9 

To 

11 

12 
13 


Position Title 


Special Agent in Charge (Phoenix) 

Field Office Director. PRO, San Diego. CA 
Deputy Assistant Director, Mission Support 
Deputy Assistant Secretary for Management 

Director. Office of Policy 

Regional Special Agent in Charge (El Paso) 
Deputy Assistant Director, Mission Support 
Director, Training & Career Development 
Director, Office of Budget and Program 

Performance 

Director, Office of Investigations 

Executive Director, Border Security Initiatives 

Special Agent in Charge (Chicago) 

Director, Detention and Removal Operations 


Program Office 

Office of Investigations 

Office of Detention and Removal Operations 

Office of investigations 

Office of the Assistant Secretary 

Office of Policy 

Office of Professional Responsibility 
Office of Detention and Removal Operations 
Office of T raining and Development 
Office of Chief Financial Officer 

Office of Investigations 

Office of the Assistant Secretary 

Office of Investigations 

Office of Detention and Removal Operations 


Bonus 

Amount 

$12,355 

$9,276 

$8,012 

$29,274 

$8,080 

$8,228 

$13,914 

$11,255 


$15,721 


$27,526 

$15,729 

$11,018 

$8,401 
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ail 

9 

Program Office 

Amount 

m 

Special Agent in Charge (New Orleans) 

Office of Investigations 

$16,296 

m 

Chief Financial Officer 

Office of Chief Financial Officer 

$16,892 

□ 

Deputy Asst Director, National Security 
Investigations 

Office of Investigations 

$17,516 

KB 

Director, Intelligence 

Office of Intelligence 

■EjHIl 

O 

Deputy Assistant Director, investigative Services 

Office of Investigations 

$12,396 

tm 

Deputy Assistant Director, Removal Management 

Office of Detention and Removal Operations 

$15,460 

19 

Director, Acquisition Management 

Office of Acquisition Management 

$15,328 

m 

Assistant Director for Management 

Office of Detention and Removal Operations 

$15,460 

m 

Special Agent in Charge (Miami) 

Office of Investigations 

$12,694 

Kcii 

Chief Information Officer 

Office of Information and Technology 


EM 

Special Agent in Charge, East 

Office of Professional Responsibility 

■Ejns 

m 

Assistant Director for Operations, DRO 

Office of Detention and Removal Operations 

$9,276 


Deputy Director, Office of Professional 
Responsibility 

Office of Professional Responsibility 

$12,308 

em 

Special Agent in Charge (San Juan) 

Office of Investigations 

■soul 

mm 

Deputy Director, Office of Investigations 

Office of Investigations 


EM 

Director, Office of Professional Responsibility 

Office of Professional Responsibility 

$15,869 

KIM 

Special Agent in Charge (San Antonio) 

Office of Investigations 

$12,580 

El 

Special Agent in Charge (Houston) 

Office of Investigations 

$15,854 

KM 

Director, Federal Protective Service 

Federal Protective Services 


KM 

Special Agent in Charge (Los Angeles) 

Office of Investigations 

■BHH 

EM 

Special Agent in Charge (Atlanta) 

Office of Investigations 

$12,263 

KM 

Special Agent in Charge (New York) 

Office of Investigations 

$9,249 

KM. 

Deputy Assistant Secretary for Operations 

Office of the Assistant Secretary 


ES 

Special Agent in Charge (San Diego) 

Office of Investigations 

$9,701 

IS 

Special Agent in Charge (Tampa) 

Office of Investigations 

$11,399 

K9 

Special Agent in Charge (Seattle) 

Office of Investigations 

$10,993 

tm 

Special Agent in Charge (San Francisco) 

Office of Investigations 

$12,680 



Total 

$556,881 



Position Title 

■ 

Program Office 

Bonus 
Amount. I : 

1 

Deputy Principal Legal Advisor for Headquarters 

Office of General Counsel 

$12,500 

2 

Deputy Principal Legal Advisor for Management 

Office of General Counsel 

$12,500 

m 

Deputy Principal Legal Advisor for Field 

Operations 

Office of General Counsel 

$20,000 

4 

Deputy Principal Legal Advisor for Field 

Operations 

Office of General Counsel 

$13,000 



Total 

$58,000 


Question: For all ICE employees, please list by office and pay grade level the number of non-SES employees 
who received a bonus or quality step increase (qsi) in 2008, the total bonus/qsi expenditures for the particular 
office and pay grade, and the total number of employees in the office and pay grade. 
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ANSWER: Listed below are 12 charts (one for each office) detailing FY 2008 awards. The total number of 
non-SES employees accounted for in the following spreadsheets is 18,004. The number of bonuses given may 
exceed the number of employees by grade because some individuals received more than one bonus during the 
period in question. 


1) Office of Assistant Secretary (OAS)ZOffice of Principal Legal Advisor (OPLA): Total number of non-SES 
employees in OAS/OPLA is 1,115. 


OPLA 

Grade 

Total Onboard by Grade 

Total Bonuses 

Total OSIs 

Bonos Total 


01 

0 

0 

0 

$0 


02 

9 

1 

0 

500 


03 

11 

3 

0 

3,000 


04 

36 

12 

0 

13,500 


05 

37 

8 

0 

12,500 


06 

11 

6 

0 

10,000 


07 

119 

59 

0 

94,500 


08 

0 

0 

0 

0 


09 

28 

16 

0 

32,000 


10 

0 

0 

0 

0 


11 

25 

18 

0 

42,500 


12 

30 

11 

0 

29,500 


13 

90 

48 

0 

7,500 


14 

478 

244 

0 

528,800 


15 

241 

273 

7 

880,500 








TOTAL 

1,115 

699 

7 

$1 ,654,800 


2) OAS/Office of Professional Responsibility (OPR): Total number of non-SES OAS/OPR employees is 425. 


OPR 

Grade 

Total Onboard by Grade 

Total Bonuses 


— li.i.lilMlW 

01 

0 

0 

0 

$0 

02 

0 

0 

0j 

0 

03 

0 

0 

0 

0 

04 

0 

0 

0 

0 

05 

1 

0 

0 

0 

06 

0 

0 

0 

0 

07 

12 

6 

0 

5,500 

08 

0 

0 

0 

0 

09 

9 

3 

0 

3,500 

10 

0 

0 

0 

0 

11 

33 

15 

0 

14,925 

12 

32 

29 

0 

27,187 

13 

60 

37 

0 

46,535 

14 

233 

135 

1 

256,236 

15 

45 

41 

0 

131,027 






TOTAL 

425 

266 

1 

$484,910 


3) OAS/Other Offices: Total number of non-SES employees in OAS/Other Offices is 236. 





5) Office of the Chief Information Officer (OCIO): Total number of non-SES employees in OCIO is 282. 
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oao 

Grade 

Total Onboard by Grade 

Total Bonuses 

Total QSls 

Bonus Total 


05 

2 

0 

0 

0 


06 

0 

0 

0 

0 


07 

2 

3 

0 

2,350 


08 

0 

0 

0 

0 


09 

7 

3 

0 

4,100 


10 

0 

0 

0 

0 


11 

6 

4 

0 

5,100 


12 

33 

26 

0 

35,700 


13 

75 

42 

0 

70,200 


14 

110 

94 

2 

141,500 


15 

47 

45 

5 

143,900 








TOTAL 

282 

217 

7 

$402,850 


6) National Incident Response Unit (NIRU): Total number of non-SES employees in NIRU is 16. 


NIRU 

Grade 

Total Onboard by Grade 

Total Bonuses 

Total QSIs 

Bonus Total ® 


01 

0 

0 

0 

$0 


02 

0 

0 

0 

0 


03 

0 

0 

0 

0 


04 

0 

0 

0 

0 


05 

0 

0 

0 

0 


06 

0 

0 

0 

0 


07 

1 

1 

0 

1,500 


08 

0 

0 

0 

0 


09 

0 

0 

0 

0 


10 

0 

0 

0 

0 


11 

0 

0 

0 

0 


12 

2 

1 

0 

3,000 


13 

5 

5 

0 

21,000 


14 

3 

3 

0 

6,000 


15 

5 

3 

0 

13,500 








TOTAL 

16 

13 

0 



























































9) Office of Intelligence (INTEL): Total number of non-SES employees in INTEL is 270. 



10) Detention and Removal Operations (DRO): Total number of non-SES employees in DRO is 6,602. 
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Question: Please provide for the record a table that shows all funds expended by ICE political employees for 
travel in 2008. Include name of individual traveling, purpose of travel, location(s) visited, and total cost. 


ANSWER: Please see the chart that follows. 


Employee 

Purpose SSSisBS 

LocatR>n($) 


Cost 

Michael 

WSE Conference 

Atlanta. GA 

$ 

620.85 

Neifach 

Conference Attendance 

Manhattan. NY 

$ 

678.44 


OPLA MGMT, 3/18-3/19 

Baltimore, MD 

$ 

334.36 


DHS Operations Conference, 2/19-2/21 

Cambridge, MD 

$ 

490.23 


ELD Conference 

Atlanta, GA 

$ 

621.71 


Conference Attendance 

Annapolis, MD 

$ 

687.20 


2008 NSLD Conference Chicago 

Chicago, IL 

$ 

1,289.03 


HRLD Conference, 7/28-7/31, NYC 

Manhattan, NY 

$ 

1,667.30 


2008 SAC/Attache Leadership Conference 

Boston, MA 

$ 

822.72 


ICE/DRO Conference 

Denver, CO 

$ 

699.16 


Attend League of United Latin American Citizens for the 

A/S held at the Ronald Reagan Building 

Washington, DC 

$ 

8.00 


NAC conference attendance 

Washington, DC 

$ 

20.00 


Speech or Presentation 

Washington, DC 

$ 

28.00 


MS Conference Speech or Presentation 

Washington, DC 

$ 

46.27 

Jamie 

Conference Attendance 

Kansas City, MO 

$ 

673.28 

Zuieback 

Meeting with member of congress 

Chicago, IL 

$ 

689.16 


Visit DRO Detention Facility 

Manhattan, NY 

$ 

217.00 


To attend the 2008 ICE Leadership Conference 

Annapolis, MD 

$ 

557.36 


To give a Secure Communities presentation to the Alien 
Criminal Enforcement Task Force meeting 

Norfolk, VA 

$ 

342.27 


To speak at the OI Conference on WSE issues in Atlanta 

Atlanta, GA 

$ 

398.75 


2008 OPLA National Security Law Conference 

Chicago, IL 

$ 

790.91 


To attend the 2008 NAADHS Conference 

San Diego, CA 

$ 

1,162.35 


To speak at the ICE Hispanic Agents Association 

Conference in Chicago 

Chicago, IL 

$ 

410.25 


Entitlement 

Local travel 

$ 

146.00 


Testify on behalf of ICE before the MSPB 

Local travel 

$ 

21.53 

Nicholas 

Smith 

Program/Site visit 

Harlingen & Austin, 
TX 

$ 

1,110.53 


Program/Site visit 

Manhattan, NY 

$ 

824.44 


MOU signing in Vietnam and meetings with government 
officials regarding immigration issues in India 

Hanoi, Vietnam; New 
Delhi, India 

$ 

10,801.17 


Program/Site visit 

San Diego, CA 

$ 

1,583.60 


ICE Senior Leadership Conference 2008 

Annapolis, MD 

$ 

617.24 


Accompanying the A/S. She will be making remarks at the 
Detroit Economic Club 

Detroit, MI 

$ 

925.20 


Meetings with US Embassy officials and foreign customs 
officials. 

Buenos Aires, 
Argentina; 

Montevideo, 

Uruguay 

$ 

4,324.13 


Deliver remarks to the OPLA NSLD Conference, site visit of 
McHenry County IGSA and Chicago All-Hands Town Hall 
Meeting 

Chicago, IL 

$ 

842.51 
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Employee 

VX ' 1 Purpose IK 1 lllSl 

Location(s) 

CM 


Speaking at the FIG conference and site visits of the NSA 
facility and Southwest Texas Detention Center in Pearsall, 

TX 

San Antonio, TX 

$ 

1,052.46 


Leased Flight to repatriate citizens of El Salvador, meetings 
with Salvadoran officials, IPR -related meetings/conferences 
(San Fran and LA) and deliver remarks at the NAADHS 

San Francisco, San 
Jose, Los Angeles, 




conference. 

San Diego, CA 

S 

3,618.31 


Accompanying the A/S who is delivering remarks to the 
Hispanic Agents Association, and doing press at the Chicago 
Tribune and Univision 

Chicago, IL 

$ 

23.00 


Accompanying the A/S who will deliver remarks at the 

HRLD OPLA conference 

New York, NY 

$ 

1,075.27 


Attending the SAC/Attache conference to deliver remarks 

Boston, MA 

$ 

872.00 


Accompanying the A/S who is doing and ICE all hands in St. 
Paul and delivering remarks to the National Meatpacker 
Accoc. in Teiluride. 

St. Paul, MN & 
Teiluride, CO 

S 

3,876.45 


Meet & greet with Guatemalan officials. 

Houston, TX 

S 

1,170.54 


Accompanying the A/S who is delivering remarks to state 
and local law enforcement summit & meeting with the 

Public Safety Commissioner. 

Providence, RI 

S 

1,159.98 • 


Program/Site visit 

San Diego, CA 

S 

56.75 

Julie Myers 

Press Conference 

Tulsa, OK 

$ 

446.24 



Phoenix, AZ; San 




Speech Presentations and ICE Office Visits 

Diego & Los 

Angeles, CA 

$ 

1,039.63 


Speaking engagement 

Detroit, MI 

S 

354.95 


Site Visit - Buffalo ICE Office 

Buffalo, NY 

$ 

937.89 


Program/Site visit 

Manhattan, NY 

$ 

799.44 


MOU signing in Vietnam and meetings with government 
officials regarding immigration issues in India. 

Hanoi, Vietnam; New 
Delhi, India 

$ 

11,403.46 


FPS Regional Directors Conference, Dallas TX 

Dallas, TX 

$ 

731.90 


Speech or Presentation 

St. Louis, MO 

$ 

838.34 



Cabo San Lucas, 




Meetings with GoM 

MEX 

$ 



Press 

Boston, MA 

$ 

849.16 


Press 

Grand Rapids, MI 

H 



Press Conference W/ DOJ 

San Diego, CA 

Cl 



ICE Senior Leadership Conference 2008 

Annapolis, MD 

$ 

179.85 


US/Canada Cross-Border Crime Forum 

Quebec, CAN 

$ 

2,286.14 


Meeting with government officials. 

Singapore, SIN 

$ 

12,029.68 


Speaking engagements at the Detroit Economic Club, 

Worksite Enforcement Conference in ATL, Dallas Chamber 
of Commerce and a site visit of the Leadership Development 
Center in Dallas. 

Detroit, MI; Atlanta, 
GA & Dallas, TX 

$ 

2,941.40 


SEVP Rollout (town hall mtg at both locations), FOD site 
visit and media. 

New York City, NY 
& Boston, MA 

$ 

1,071.66 


Meetings with US Embassy officials and foreign customs 
officials 

Buenos Aires, 
Argentina; 

Montevideo, 

Uruguay 

$ 

4,375.45 


The A/S will be speaking at the OPLA APLD conference in 
Atlanta, and SEVP and press roundtable in Chicago 

Chicago, IL & 

Atlanta, GA 

JL 

834.35 
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j' N Si Employee 

Purpose 

l ocation(s) 


Cost 


DRO Office visit and delivering remarks at a Labor and 
Employment Benefits Symposium. 

Kansas City, MO 

$ 

1,661.50 


The AS will do a site visit to Hutto and deliver remarks at an 
American Payroll Association conference 

Austin, TX 

$ 

877.05 


The A/S will be participating in an FPS town hall meeting 

Philadelphia, PA 

$ 

277.00 


Best Conference, Willacy and Pt. Isabel site visit, El Paso 
All-Hands Office/Site visit, Mexico City TTU Ribbon 

Cutting 

Houston, Harlingen, 

El Paso, TX & 

Mexico City, Mexico 

$ 

3,985.11 


Deliver remarks to the OPLA NSLD Conference, site visit of 
McHenry County IGSA and Chicago All-Hands Town Hall 
Meeting 

Chicago, IL 

$ 

802.51 


Speaking at the FIG conference and site visits of the NSA 
facility and Southwest Texas Detention Center in Pearsall, 

TX. 

San Antonio, TX 

$ 

994.26 


Delivering remarks to the Hispanic Agents Association, and 
doing press at the Chicago Tribune and Univision. 

Chicago, IL 

$ 

662.18 


Delivering remarks at the Annual Human Rights Conference 
in NYC, and MOU signing in San Juan 

Manhattan, NY & 

San Juan, PR 

$ 

1,409.18 


Leased Flight to repatriate citizens of El Salvador, meetings 
with Salvadoran officials, IPR -related meetings/conferences 
(San Francisco and LA) and deliver remarks at the 

NAADHS conference. 

San Francisco, San 
Jose, Los Angeles, & 
San Diego, CA 

$ 

2,698.64 


Attending the S AC/Attache conference to deliver remarks 

Boston, MA 

$ 

872.00 


A/S Myers is delivering remarks to state and local law 
enforcement summit & meeting with the Public Safety 
Commissioner. 

Providence, RI 

$ 

1,159.98 

1 

A/S Myers is doing and ICE all hands in St. Paul and 
delivering remarks to the National Meatpacker Accoc. in 
Telluride. 

St. Paul, MN & 
Telluride, CO 

$ 

3,792.85 


Meet & greet with Guatemalan officials 

Houston, TX 

s 

1,261,52 


Business Round table and delivering remarks Emery Law 
School 

Atlanta, GA 

$ 

23.00 

Andrew 

Site Visit - Buffalo ICE Office 

Buffalo, NY 

$ 

937.89 

Acker 

Program/Site visit 

Austin & Dallas, TX 

$ 

1,141.45 


ICE Senior Leadership Conference 2008 

Annapolis, MD 

$ 

617.24 


Leased Flight to repatriate citizens of El Salvador, meetings 
with Salvadoran officials, IPR-related meetings/conferences 
(San Francisco and LA) and deliver remarks at the 

NAADHS conference. 

San Antonio, TX & 

San Francisco, CA 

$ 

70.32 


OAS flag purchase 

Local travel 

$ 

44.06 


Speech or Presentation 

Local travel 

$ 

11.00 

Wendy 

Meet with PAO officer Mark Thorn concerning ICE issues 

Manhattan, NY 

$ 

223.35 

Burrell 

Visit a detention facility in New York 

Buffalo, NY 

$ 

1,161.02 


Visit Mr. Thom 

Manhattan, NY 

$ 

231.50 


Attend the 2008 ICE Leadership Conference 

Annapolis, MD 

$ 

650.32 


Meet with writer/editor on 5/20 and return on 5/21/08. 

Little Rock, AR 

$ 

1,173.75 


Information Meeting 

Local travel 

$ 

31.00 


Entitlement 

Local travel 

$ 

41.72 


Program/Site visit 

Local travel 

$ 

17.00 

Stephen Cox 

ICE-CAP/CPDO 

Buffalo, NY 

$ 

1,112.33 


Program/Site visit 

Houston, TX 

$ 

2,305.24 
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Employee 

Purpose 

ife? Locatioi»(s) 

Cost QUm 


Visiting ICE field offices (DRO, 01, OPLA) 

New Orleans, LA 

$ 1,047.37 


Attend Khouzam trial 

Philadelphia, PA 

$ 200.00 


Attending the Human Rights conference 

Manhattan, NY 

$ 1,605.77 


Oral arguments for the Hemandez-Carrera litigation in the 
Tenth Circuit. 

Salt Lake City, UT 

$ 862.41 


Program/Site visit 

Local travel 

$ 19.42 

Sharon 

Wells 

Women in History event at the White House- 
speech/presentation 

Washington, DC 

$ 10.00 



Total Sum: 

$ 124,764.42 
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Question: Please list the number, by office and pay grade level, of all ICE employees hired non-competitively 
in fiscal year 2008. 

ANSWER: As depicted in the table that follows, 1,1 10 ICE employees were hired non-competitively during 
FY 2008. 


Grade 

OAS 

OPLA 

OPR 

CFO 

OCIO 

NIRU 

OIA 

INV 


DRO 

FPS 

OAQ 

Totals 

1 

0 

5 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

5 

2 

0 

4 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

0 

5 

0 

0 

10 

3 

0 

3 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3 

0 

1 

7 

4 

4 

18 

0 

5 

0 

0 

0 

8 

0 

8 

0 

1 

44 

5 

0 

14 

0 

2 

0 

0 

0 

87 

0 

142 

0 

0 

245 

6 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2 

0 

0 

2 

7 

0 

0 

0 

2 

0 

0 

0 

184 

0 

361 

30 

0 

577 

8 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

0 

1 

0 

0 

2 

9 

1 

0 

0 

4 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

8 

29 

0 

43 

10 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2 

0 

0 

2 

11 

2 

2 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2 

1 

2 

0 

9 

12 

1 

22 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

7 

0 

5 

2 

0 

'37 

13 

2 

40 

0 

0 

2 

0 

0 

7 

5 

3 

0 

0 

59 

14 

3 

36 

3 

0 

3 

0 

2 

6 

2 

0 

3 

0 

58 

15 

0 

7 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

1 

1 

0 

0 

10 

Totals 

13 

151 

3 

13 

5 

0 

2 

302 

11 

542 

66 

2 

1,110 


OAS - Office of the Assistant Secretary 
OPR - Office of Professional Responsibility 
OCIO - Office of the Chief Information Officer 
OIA - Office of International Affairs 
OI - Office of Intelligence 
FPS ~ Federal Protective Service 


OPLA - Office of Principal Legal Advisor 

CFO — Chief Financial Officer 

NIRU - National Incident Response Unit 

INV - Office of Investigations 

DRO - Detention and Removal Operations 

OAQ - Office of Acquisition Management 


ICE Contracts 


Question: Update and submit for fiscal year 2008 the list provided in last year’s hearing record (2009, Part 5, 
pages 102-185) regarding Sole Source Contracts. Organize by contractor, purpose, appropriation account, 
dollar award, full performance value, contract start date, contract end date, and reason for sole-source. 

ANSWER: Please reference the attached chart. 
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Full 

Performance 
Value (FY 2008) 

$13,885 

$4,137,247 

$1,006,405 

$918,747 

© 

5 

o 

o 

tft 

s 

$505,789 

$209,039 

$204,819 

s 

$207,586 


o 

$2,401 

Dollars 
Award (FY 
2008) 

$13,885 

o 

m 

$647,277 

$0 


o 

w 

o 

o 

$505,789 

o> 

to 

o 

05 

o 

CM 

(ft 

$204,819 

s 

$207,586 

I 

$0 

$2,401 

Vendor Name 

BRADLEY 

TECHNOLOGIES 

INCORPORATED 

AKAL SECURITY 
INC 

BRADLEY 

TECHNOLOGIES 

INCORPORATED 

AKAL SECURITY 

INC 

DTM 

CORPORATION 

AKAL SECURITY 
INC 

L 3 

COMMUNICATIONS 

CORPORATION 

(4475) 

MCKPLACO, INC. 

DTM 

CORPORATION 

DTM 

CORPORATION 

DTM 

CORPORATION 

MCKPLACO, INC. 

DTM 

CORPORATION 

Is 

p 

MAXIMIZED 
SECURITY 
SYSTEMS LIMITED 
LIABILITY 
COMPANY 

FACILITY 

MANAGEMENT 

INTERNATIONAL 

INCORPORATED 

Contract Type 

DEFINITIVE 

CONTRACT 

BPA CALL 

DEFINITIVE 

CONTRACT 

BPA CALL 

>E5 

11 

li 

BPA CALL 

PURCHASE 

ORDER 

PURCHASE 

ORDER 

DEFINITIVE 

CONTRACT 

DEFINITIVE 

CONTRACT 

DEFINITIVE 

CONTRACT 

PURCHASE 

ORDER 

DEFINITIVE 

CONTRACT 

El 

PURCHASE 

ORDER 

IDC 

Reason Not 
Competed 

AUTHORIZED BY 
STATUTE 

AUTHORIZED BY 
STATUTE 

AUTHORIZED BY 
STATUTE 

AUTHORIZED BY 
STATUTE 

£ 

Oil] 

KlI 

X W 

< 

AUTHORIZED BY 
STATUTE 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE - 
OTHER 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE - 
OTHER 

AUTHORIZED BY 
STATUTE 

AUTHORIZED BY 
STATUTE 

AUTHORIZED BY 
STATUTE 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE - 
OTHER 

AUTHORIZED BY 
STATUTE 

AUTHORIZED BY 
STATUTE 

AUTHORIZED BY 
STATUTE 

AUTHORIZED BY 
STATUTE 

Extent Competed 

NOT AVAILABLE 
FOR 

COMPETITION 

FOLLOW ON TO 
COMPETED 
ACTION 

NOT AVAILABLE 
FOR 

COMPETITION 

FOLLOW ON TO 
COMPETED 
ACTION 

NOT AVAILABLE 
FOR 

COMPETITION 

FULL AND OPEN 
COMPETITION 

o 

IU 

tu 

CL 

8 

O 

5 

z 

NOT COMPETED 

NOT AVAILABLE 
FOR 

COMPETITION 

NOT AVAILABLE 
FOR 

COMPETITION 

NOT AVAILABLE 
FOR 

COMPETITION 

NOT COMPETED 

NOT AVAILABLE 
FOR 

COMPETITION 

g 

ill 

r 

NOT AVAILABLE 
FOR 

COMPETITION 

NOT AVAILABLE 
FOR 

COMPETITION 

Description of Requirement 

GUARD SERVICES 

ARMED GUARD SERVICE 

GUARD SERVICES 

ARMED GUARD SERVICE 

SECURITY GUARD 
SERVICES 

ARMED GUARD SERVICE 

RENEWAL MAINTENANCE 
AGREEMENT 

DRY CLEANING 

SECURITY GUARD 
SERVICES 

SECURITY GUARD 
SERVICES 

SECURITY GUARD 
SERVICES 

LAUNDRY AND 
DRYCLEANING SERVICES 

SECURITY GUARD 
SERVICES 

GUARD SERVICES 

. ■ . . 

CAMERA 

1 

Is 

8“ 

to 

o 

Completion 

Date 

04/30/2009 

09/30/2010 

o 

Q 

§ 

e? 

S 

09/30/2010 

1 

09/30/2010 

09/30/2008 

09/30/2008 

02/29/2008 

08/31/2008 

06/30/2008 

CD 

8 

CM 

1 

04/30/2008 

I 

12/31/2007 


Date 

Signed 

10/18/2007 

10/02/2007 

04/22/2008 

10/02/2007 

| 

03/05/2006 

02/25/2008 

08/19/2008 

10/18/2007 

06/26/2008 

CD 

8 

OJ 

05 

i 

05/01/2008 

02/26/2008 

s 

08/19/2008 

12/19/2007 

PHD 

HSGS11P04M 

PC0026 

HSCEC508J0 

0014 

HSGS11P04M 

PCQ026 

HSCEC508J0 

0015 

jig 

BQ 

<50 

£ 

HSCEC508J0 

0017 

HSCEC508P0 

0013 

HSCEC508P0 

0025 

HSGS11P02M 

QC0002 

HSGS11P02M 

QC0002 

HSGS1 1P02M 
QC0002 

HSCEC508P0 

0025 

HSGS11P02M 

QC0002 

11 

ig® 

o£' 

£1 

HSCEC508P0 

0026 

HSCOW5POO 

29 
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go 

eg 

















Full 

jrforma 

ue<FY 

8 

8 

S1.01S 

o 

to 

8 

8 

o 

Vi 

o 

Vi 

o 

Vi 

$540 

CD 

h? 

Vi 

0 

1 

C\l_ 

Vi 

s 

o 

Vi 

8 

0 . re 

> 


































Dollars 
Award (F 
2008) 

$4,952 

$5,734 

$6,746 

$5,600 

$5,117 

o 

o 

® 

* 

te 

8 

o 

Vi 

$5,160 

$540 

$73,662 

$45,023 

$13,232 

8 

$39,000 

8 

<u 

E 

2 

ffl Q 

Sr 

IS 

CO Q 

Sr 
> < 

X CC 

ffl a 

8r 
> < 

1 £ 

< 

5 ® 

O ^ 

O CM 

fs 

Z 

o 

fflS s 

^ ZO 

fSS 

<OlL' 

So 

LU ZZ 

Ms 

Z O 
lu rz 

H 

5< 

<5< 

ZO 

<2i5 

Race 

Z O 
_ UJ c 

ZO 
m F 

I|s 

H Z 
Z O 
Ul p 

ap 

CD 

Z Q 
v* UJ 

li 

CO _ 
Z D 

otu 

ri§ 

O 

•o 

c 

> 

CO 0. 

5g 

to X 

>cc 
ll o 
-1 o 

LU z 

^ - 

to x 
v x 

58 

£5 

X 

° s 

o 

o 

o 

XJX fc 

gil 

“ s 3 

UJ O o 
>!§: 
< o 

5 o 

Qj O O 

< O 
5 O 

X UJ 

ss 

X UJ 
to y- 
< < 
3S 

Hi 

18 

>s° 

<gl 

18 

|S8 
s ^ 
18 

UJ OO 

< o 
2 o 

£ Q - 
o tr 
cq o 

|y 

g ~ 

20 

50 

o 5 
u 

Q. 





XI 




UJ 


EFINITIVE 

ONTRACT 


UJ 




1- 

c 

URCHAS 

ORDER 

URCHAS 

ORDER 

URCHAS 

ORDER 

URCHAS 

ORDER 

URCHAS 

ORDER 

URCHAS 

ORDER 

IDC 

IDC 

URCHAS 

ORDER 

URCHAS 

ORDER 

URCHAS 

ORDER 

URCHAS 

ORDER 

IDC 

URCHAS 

ORDER 

URCHAS 

ORDER 

O 

a. 

0. 

X 

X 

X 

X 



X 

X 

Q O 

X 

X 


X 

X 
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CD 

CD 

CD 


CD 

O TS 
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33 
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Q LU 
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> X x 
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Hi 


£ h- 


£ H 
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3 03 
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O « 

o2 

D 

f to 

3 

o5 

x&5 

3 

ol 

zoB 
O w 









< 





< 



< 

T5 

Q 

O 

a 

Q 

Q 

Q 

a 

Q 

Q 

Q 

8 | 

UJ _ 

-J fe 
CD o 

<; f 

^ - 

Q 

s 

o 

a 

t 

til 

S 

t 

in 

is 

in 

in 

E 

t 

§ g 

t 

in 

E 


2 

2 

| 

5 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

iolS 

= up 

ig|3 

2 

2 

2 

1 

8 

8 

8 

8 

8 

8 

8 

8 

O 

O 

O 

O 


$2x 


8 

O 

O 

o 



5 

Z 










t o 




is 

8 

8 

O 

z 

O 

z 

O 

z 

O 

z 

O 

z 

O 

z 

O 

z 

Z w 

° 8 

o 8 

O 

z 

8 

o 

z 

1 

5 

I 

o 

c 

o 

.S- 

Q 

ADMINISTRATIVE 
ASSISTANT SERVICES 

ADMINISTRATIVE 
ASSISTANT SERVICES 

ADMINISTRATIVE 

ASSISTANT 

GUN RANGE FOR OFFICER 
QUALIFICATIONS. 

TELEPHONE LINES FOR 
RADIO COMMUNICATION. 

£ 

< 

8 

X 

Q 

< 

WIRELESS NETWORK 
SYSTEMS 

WIRELESS NETWORK 
SYSTEMS 

FY08 ACCESS USER FEE 

FY08 ACCESS USER FEE 

INSTALL CCTV 

CCTV/IDS REPAIRS FOR 
LAS VEGAS NV 

CCTV/IDS REPAIRS 

WIRELESS NETWORK 
SYSTEMS 

LEASED PARKING SPACES 

SECURITY EPA 

c 
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•2 ^ 

8 

8 

§ 
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8 

8 


8 

o 

a . « 



§ 

§ 

S 



3 
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o 

3 
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o 
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O 

§ 

5S 

o 

2 

8 

CD 

O 



§ 

S 

o 

3 

o 

o 



§ 
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_ 

CP 










X 

8 

g 

§ 

8 

8 

X 

X 

8 

8 

8 

8 

8 

o <u 

15 c 
a S’ 

3 


o> 


s 


CO 

3 

3 



s 

i 


3 

CO 

3 

3 

1 

5 


| 

o 

1 

3 

3 

o 

i 

3 

o 

s 

3 
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3 

§ 


X 

ao 

X 

® 

% 

X 

X 

CO 

X 

o 

O 

O 

O 

r-- 

X 

a 

X 

to 

O 

§ 

EW908P0 

0008 

o 

x 

g 

o 
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CD 

o 

X 

tv 

PHD 

< ^ 
si 

< z 

si 

< ° 
SI 

i§ 

|i 

11 

ECAO 

0030 

ECAO 

0030 

if 

< 2 
s| 

< g 

EW9C 

0007 

ECAO 

0030 

8 CM 

g§ 

ECAO 

0013 








O 

O 




O 

O 

O 

o 

O 



X 

s 

X 

X 

X 

I 

X 

X 

X 

X 

I 

X 

X 

X 

X 
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Full 

Performance 
Value (FY 2008) 

o 

Vi 

$477,627 

$1,587 

o 

v> 

8 

1 

;; 

$7,230 

$11,212 

$3,600 

$18,194 

$15,602 

$26,831 

8 

$ 

Br&kSH 

i 

$2,910 

Dollars 
Award (FY 
2008) 

o 

Vi 

$477,627 

$1,587 

o 

Vi 

O 

mm 

13 

H 

■ 

1 

$7,230 

$11,212 

$3,600 

$3,639 

$15,602 

$26,831 

$5,337 

pip. 

$2,910 

Vendor Name 

STC 

COMMUNICATIONS 

INCORPORATED 

PACIFIC COAST 
COMMUNITY 
SERVICES 

PACIFIC COAST 
COMMUNITY 
SERVICES 

COMMUNICATIONS 

INCORPORATED 

AMERICAN 

AUTOMATION 

INCORPORATED 

(6033) 

m 

ip 

1 

e 

1 

SMITHS 

DETECTION INC. 

AYUDA 

MANAGEMENT 

CORPORATION 

SMITHS 

DETECTION INC. 

ADAMS AND 
JEFFERSON 
COUNTY 
HAZARDOUS 
RESPONSE 
AUTHORITY, 

AYUDA 

MANAGEMENT 

CORPORATION 

AYUDA 

MANAGEMENT 

CORPORATION 

AYUDA 

MANAGEMENT 

CORPORATION 

upmi 

Si 

SMITHS 

DETECTION INC. 

Contract Type 

PURCHASE 

ORDER 

O 

9 

O 

O 

PURCHASE 

ORDER 

PURCHASE 

ORDER 

PURCHASE 

ORDER 

UJ 

1 s 
8| 

2 

PURCHASE 

ORDER 

PURCHASE 

ORDER 

PURCHASE 

ORDER 

PURCHASE 

ORDER 

PURCHASE 

ORDER 

PURCHASE 

ORDER 

PURCHASE 

ORDER 

H 

Si 

PURCHASE 
- ORDER 

Reason Not 
Competed 

AUTHORIZED BY 
STATUTE 

DIRECTED TO 
JWOO 
NONPROFIT 
AGENCY 

DIRECTED TO 
JWOD 
NONPROFIT 
AGENCY 

AUTHORIZED BY 
STATUTE 

AUTHORIZED BY 
STATUTE 

£ 

l| 

i <o 

< 

AUTHORIZED BY 
STATUTE 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE - 
OTHER 

AUTHORIZED BY 
STATUTE 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE - 
OTHER 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE - 
OTHER 

AUTHORIZED BY 
STATUTE 

AUTHORIZED BY 
STATUTE 

AUTHORIZED BY 
STATUTE 

UNIQUE 

SOURCE 

UNIQUE 

SOURCE 

Extent Competed 

NOT COMPETED 

NOT AVAILABLE 
FOR 

COMPETITION 

NOT AVAILABLE 
FOR 

COMPETITION 

NOT COMPETED 

NOT AVAILABLE 
FOR 

COMPETITION 

S | 

|SE 

O I 

' 

I 

NOT COMPETED 

NOT AVAILABLE 
FOR 

COMPETITION 

NOT COMPETED 

NOT COMPETED 

NOT COMPETED 

NOT AVAILABLE 
FOR 

COMPETITION 

m o 

n 

! s 

IWifS 

j|t| 

fill 

■aB 

Hi 

FOLLOW ON TO 
COMPETED 

Description of Requirement 

SECURITY EPA 

ADMINISTRATIVE AND 
TECHNICAL SUPPORT 
SERVICES 

ADMINISTRATIVE AND 
TECHNICAL SUPPORT 
SERVICES 

SECURITY EPA 

ACCESS CONTROL 

1 

2 

2 

CO 

9 

«8 

5Z 
1— p 

col J 
11 

XRAY MACHINE REPAIR 

INSTALLATION OF AIR 
SCRUBBERS-DENVER 
MEGACENTER 

X-RAY MACHINE REPAIR 

HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE 
RESPONSE 

INSTALLATION OF CCTV 
AND IDS SYSTEM 

INTRUSION DETECTION 
SYSTEM 

ALARM INSTALLATION 

r 

1 

i! 

E 

cc 

0 

u. 

1 

X 

Completion 

Date 

12/28/2007 



1 1/30/2007 

09/28/2008 

5 

I 

5 

07/11/2008 

10/20/2008 

07/11/2008 

12/31/2008 

07/24/2008 

06/30/2008 

06/27/2008 

s 

04/25/2008 

Date 

Signed 

1 1/30/2007 

10/31/2007 

02/12/2008 

10/23/2007 

07/01/2008 

f 

I 

s 

© 

07/08/2008 

07/09/2008 

05 

8 

is 

1 

6 

06/10/2008 

05/20/2008 

05/21/2008 

05/13/2008 

: f 

04/01/2008 

Q 

a 

HSCECA07P0 

0013 

HSCEW908C 

00001 

HSCEW908C 

00001 

HSCECA07P0 

0013 

HSCECA07P0 

0014 

oeoo 

0d808M3OSH 

1. 

HSCEW808P0 

0020 

HSCEW808P0 

0019 

HSCEW808P0 

0018 

HSCEW808P0 

0015 

HSCEW80SPO 

0014 

HSCEW608P0 

0013 

HSCEW808P0 

0012 

• ■? 
Iffii 

HSCEW808P0 

0010 
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s’ 


— cn < 
$Q.O 
S lu tr 

5 fc o 

z o 


sgg 


s 9 o| 

£ O Z 


5|S 
5 3: o 
5 cc Q. 

2 UJ CC 
2 h° 


32 

2 ° 

81 
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N 3 

tr b 
Qi 5 


U- >-■ 

gooo 

g|£5 

^§3; 


in 

ZlL^ 
O Oui 

_§E 

ZOO 
O w 


Sgool 

y ^ z Oj 
§<1 
ri z 


Q UJ 
HI H 
N b 


> O UJ 

;5P 

:00 


o o UJ 

5Sf 

zoo 
o w 


m o 

2 .E 


m o 

1st 

3“-% 

I 8 


11 


<“•£ 

z t- ui 

uj < E 

fcQQ 

< z 


UJ < (_ 
tlfl" 
o Q 


jag 


UJ o o . 

S|2? 

iSfs" 

^ tr rz 


<°I 

2 sal 

ps 

^ UJ o 
o W _l 
O Q_ 


t <S“ 




,°> 
u < Ol 

z z 
-OZ. 

<58 
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Dollars 
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Full 

Performance 
Value (FY 2008) 

$4,749 

$1,187,391 

$1,048,800 

o 

$107,575 

$7,990 

$41,712 

$13,200 

$6,752 

8 

$1,575 

8 

Dollars 
Award (FY 
2008) 

$4,749 

$1,187,391 

$1,048,600 

o 

$107,575 

$7,990 

$41,712 

$13,200 

$6,752 

8 

$1,575 

8 

Vendor Name 

ST NET APPTIS 
FIRSTSOURCE 
JOINT VENTURE 

JSI TELECOM 
INCORPORATED 

APPLE COMPUTER 
INCORPORATED 

TIFT RICHARD T 

JSI TELECOM 
INCORPORATED 

HENDERSON, 
RONALD W 

DATA COMM FOR 
BUSINESS 
INCORPORATED 

ONI Alinoov 

AMERICOM 

INCORPORATED 

(2013) 

CLEGG 

INDUSTRIES, INC 

WORKFORCE 

COMMISSION 

TEXAS 

FEDERAL PRISON 
INDUSTRIES INC 

Contract Type 

DEUVERY 

ORDER 

DEUVERY 

ORDER 

DELIVERY 

ORDER 

PURCHASE 

ORDER 

DELIVERY 

ORDER 

PURCHASE 

ORDER 

PURCHASE 

ORDER 

PURCHASE 

ORDER 

PURCHASE 

ORDER 

PURCHASE 

ORDER 

PURCHASE 

ORDER 

PURCHASE 

ORDER 

Reason Not 
Competed 

AUTHORIZED BY 
STATUTE 

AUTHORIZED BY 
STATUTE 

AUTHORIZED BY 
STATUTE 

UNIQUE 

SOURCE 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE - 
OTHER 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE - 
OTHER 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE - 
OTHER 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE - 
OTHER 

URGENCY 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE - 
OTHER 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE - 
OTHER 

UNICOR 

Extent Competed 

COMPETITIVE 

DELIVERY 

ORDER 

S 

Id 

a. 

1 

Ui 

>> 

. HCE £C 
2 t UJ UJ 

o ui> o 

8 

NOT COMPETED 

NOT COMPETED 

NOT COMPETED 

NOT COMPETED 

NOT COMPETED 

NOT COMPETED 

NOT COMPETED 

NOT COMPETED 

NOT AVAILABLE 
FOR 

COMPETITION 

Description of Requirement 

LAPTOPS REQUIRED BY 
THE ASAC BROWNSVILLE'S 
HIDTA GROUP AND OCDETF 
FOR INVESTIGATIVE 
PURPOSES 

PURCHASE OF SYSTEMS 
UPGRADE 

COMPUTERS 

COURIER AND MESSENGER 
SERVICES 

UPGRADE THE VB883 AND 
VB884 VOICEBOX 
TELEPHONE INTERCEPT 
SYSTEM 

ACCOUNTING AND 
CALCULATING MACHINES 

REPLACEMENT 
EQUIPMENT FOR 
OBSOLETE PRTC 4 WIRE 
TYP 5 CIRCUITS. THESE 
CHANNEL BANKS ARE 
BEING USED TO PROVIDE 
POINT-TO-POINT 

AN ALOG/DIGIT AL 
CONNECTIVITY FOR THE 
RADIO REPEATERS. 

SUBSCRIPTION FOR 
GLOBAL BANKING 
RESOURCE DATABASE 

CCTV SUPPLIES 

DIESEL GENERATOR 
INSTALLATION TO PROVIDE 
EMERGENCY POWER TO A 
2004 BLUE BIRD EXPRESS 
4000 FOR THE SAN 
ANTONIO FIELD OFFICE. 

COMPUTER DATABASE. 

FURNITURE 

c 
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X 

X 

I 


r 

X 













1028 


Ful! 

Performance 
Value (FY 2008) 

o 

«/» 

$300 

$1,200 

o 

s 

3 

o 

o 

w 

$31,392 

$40,068 

3 

3 

1 

3 

Dollars 
Award (FY 
2008) 

$300 

$300 

$1,200 

CM 

m 

CO 

CM 

3 

3 

s 

3 

© 

$31,392 

o 

3 

$1,575 

5 

s' 

3 

Vendor Name 

LOUISIANA 
DEPARTMENT OF 
PUBLIC SAFETY 
SERVICES 

LOUISIANA 
DEPARTMENT OF 
PUBLIC SAFETY 
SERVICES 

LOUISIANA 
DEPARTMENT OF 
PUBLIC SAFETY 
SERVICES 

PUBLIC SAFETY TX 
DEPT OF (0130) 

PUBLIC SAFETY TX 
DEPT OF (0130) 

AHTNA TECHNICAL 
SERVICES 
INCORPORATED 

CITY OF SAN 
DIEGO 

AHTNA TECHNICAL 
SERVICES 
INCORPORATED 

CITY OF SAN 
DIEGO 

FIVE STAR 
PARKING (0575) 

PUBLIC SAFETY 
ALASKA DEPT OF 

(1105) 

JUVENILE 
SERVICES 
MARYLAND 
DEPARTMENT OF 

JUVENILE 
SERVICES 
MARYLAND 
DEPARTMENT OF 

CITY OF 
BROWNSVILLE 
(0422) 1471279 

Contract Type 

PURCHASE 

ORDER 

PURCHASE 

ORDER 

PURCHASE 

ORDER 

PURCHASE 

ORDER 

PURCHASE 

ORDER 

DEUVERY 

ORDER 

PURCHASE 

ORDER 

DELIVERY 

ORDER 

PURCHASE 

ORDER 

PURCHASE 

ORDER 

PURCHASE 

ORDER 

PURCHASE 

ORDER 

PURCHASE 

ORDER 

PURCHASE 

ORDER 

Reason Not 
Competed 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE - 
OTHER 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE - 
OTHER 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE - 
OTHER 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE - 
OTHER 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE - 
OTHER 

AUTHORIZED BY 
STATUTE 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE - 
OTHER 

AUTHORIZED BY 
STATUTE 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE - 
OTHER 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE - 
OTHER 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE - 
OTHER 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE - 
OTHER 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE - 
OTHER 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE - 
OTHER 

Extent Competed 

s 

c 

0. 

5 

8 

,1 

NOT COMPETED 

NOT COMPETED 

NOT COMPETED 

NOT COMPETED 

FOLLOW ON TO 
COMPETED 
ACTION 

NOT COMPETED 

FOLLOW ON TO 
COMPETED 
ACTION 

NOT COMPETED 

FULL AND OPEN 
COMPETITION 

NOT COMPETED 

NOT COMPETED 

NOT COMPETED 

NOT COMPETED 

I 

I 

1 

o 

e 

.2 

a 

8 

TO MAINTAIN ACCESS TO 
CRIMINAL RECORDS AND 
THE LOUISIANA STATE 
COMPUTER SYSTEMS TO 
EXPEDITE INVESTIGATIVE 
OPERATIONS. 

ACCESS TO CRIMINAL 
RECORDS 

ACCESS TO CRIMINAL 
RECORDS COMPUTER 
SYSTEMS 

ACCESS TO T1 DATALINE 
LINK TO THE TEXAS 
NARCOTIC INFORMATION 
SYSTEM FOR ICE, SAC 
HOUSTON 

ACCESS TO T 1 DATALINE 
LINK TO THE TEXAS 
NARCOTIC INFORMATION 
SYSTEM FOR ICE, SAC 
HOUSTON 

OCTOBER 2007 FUNDING 

COMMUNICATION 

EQUIPMENT 

DETENTION FACILITY 

ACCESS TO ARJISNET FOR 
THE CITY OF SAN DIEGO 
FOR INVESTIGATION 
PURPOSES. 

PARKING 

ACCESS TO APSIN (ALASKA 
PUBLIC SAFETY 
INFORMATION SYSTEM) 

MONTHLY ACCESS TO 
MARYLAND STATE POLICE 
NCIC COMPUTER 
DATABASE. 

MONTHLY ACCESS TO 
MARYLAND STATE POUCE 
NCIC COMPUTER 
DATABASE. 

DISPOSAL CHARGE FOR 
LANDFILL USAGE 

Completion 

Date 

8003/00/60 

09/30/2006 

09/30/2008 

<n 

o 

0 

§ 

1 

06/30/2009 

07/31/2008 

06/30/2008 

07/31/2008 

09/30/2008 

09/30/200B 

ao 

i 

I 

© 

06/30/2008 

06/30/2009 

09/30/2008 

Date 

Signed 

11/13/2007 

0 

1 

1 

02/29/2008 

11/09/2007 

05/01/2008 

05/15/2008 

1 1/28/2007 

05/01/2008 

05/14/2000 

10/24/2007 

05/22/2008 

11/21/2007 

05/28/2008 

05/22/2000 

Q : 
a 

HSCETC08P0 

0009 

HSCETC08P0 

0009 

HSCETC08PO 

0009 

HSCETC08P0 

0008 

HSCETC08PO 

0000 

HSCEDM08J0 

0054 

HSCETCOBPO 

0005 

o 

2 

is 

m 5 

U 

w 

X 

HSCETCO8P0 

0005 

Cl 

«D 

o _ 

2 o 
a 5 

HI O 

o ° 

CO 

X 

HSCEDM08P 

00008 

HSCETC08P0 

0004 

HSCETC08P0 

0004 

HSCEDMO0P 

00014 
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1038 


o 

$29,646 

$901 

$6,000 

$351,100 

o 

8 

4 

o 

v* 

•$4,230 

o 

o 

CD 

s 

o 

Vi 

-$334 

o 

s 

8 

8 

o 

$856,390 

o 

$901 

$6,000 

$351,100 

I 

I 

$5,614 

-$4,230 

o 

© 

CD 

5 

' 

$52,223 

-$334 

o 

vt 

8 

8 

8 

o 

Vi 

MAVAG1 

ENTERPRISES 

INCORPORATED 

HWA 

INCORPORATED 

QUALITY COAST 
INCORPORATED 

TRAFFICLAND 

INCORPORATED 

TELCO SOLUTIONS 
INCORPORATED 

CCPR SERVICES 
INCORPORATED 

QUALITY COAST 
INCORPORATED 

LAKE COUNTY OF 
(1381) 

COUNTY OF CLARK 
(1299) 1226883 

INNOVATIVE 

LANDSCAPES 

INCORPORATED 

(2384) 

MICHIGAN STATE 
POLICE 

SMITHS 

DETECTION 

INCORPORATED 

ALPHA 
PROTECTIVE 
SERVICES INC 

ALPHA 
PROTECTIVE 
SERVICES INC 

ALPHA 
PROTECTIVE 
SERVICES INC 

SECURITY 
CONSULTANTS 
GROUP INC 

g 

DELIVERY 

ORDER 

IDC 

PURCHASE 

ORDER 

PURCHASE 

ORDER 

PURCHASE 

ORDER 

PURCHASE 

ORDER 

11 

CL 

PURCHASE 

ORDER 

IDC 

PURCHASE 

ORDER 

DELIVERY 

ORDER 

OEUVERY 

ORDER 

DELIVERY 

ORDER 

DELIVERY 

ORDER 

DELIVERY 
- ORDER 

DIRECTED TO 
JWOD 
NONPROFIT 
AGENCY 

URGENCY 

AUTHORIZED BY 
STATUTE 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE - 
OTHER 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE - 
OTHER 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE - 
OTHER 

AUTHORIZED BY 
STATUTE 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE - 
OTHER 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE - 
OTHER 

AUTHORIZED BY 
STATUTE 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE - 
OTHER 

URGENCY 

AUTHORIZED BY 
STATUTE 

AUTHORIZED BY 
STATUTE 

AUTHORIZED BY 
STATUTE 

AUTHORIZED BY 
STATUTE 

NOT AVAILABLE 
FOR 

COMPETITION 

NOT COMPETED 

NOT AVAILABLE 
FOR 

COMPETITION 

NOT COMPETED 

NOT COMPETED 

NOT COMPETED 

NOT AVAILABLE 
FOR 

COMPETITION 

NOT COMPETED 

NOT COMPETED 

NOT AVAILABLE 
FOR 

COMPETITION 

NOT COMPETED 

NON- 

COMPETITIVE 

DELIVERY 

ORDER 

NON- 

COMPETITIVE 

DELIVERY 

ORDER 

NON- 

COMPETITIVE 

DELIVERY 

ORDER 

NON- 

COMPETITIVE 

DELIVERY 

ORDER 

NON- 

COMPETITIVE 

DELIVERY 

JANITORIAL SERVICES 
PIDC 

GUARD SERVICES 

DETAINEES' MEALS 

DATA COLLECTION 
SERVICES 

IT SERVICES 

LEASE/RENTAL OF OFFICE 
BUILDINGS 

JANITORIAL SERVICES 

DETENTION SERVICES 

FIRING RANGE SERVICES 

GROUNDS MAINTENANCE 

TERMINAL ACCESS TO LEIN 

X-RAY MACHINES 

GUARD SERVICES 

GUARD SERVICES 

GUARD SERVICES 

GUARD 


10/31/2007 


02/29/2008 

04/30/2009 

05/08/2008 

09/30/2008 

05/31/2008 

05/15/2008 


06/1 9/2008 

12/10/2007 

03/31/2008 

03/31/2008 

01/31/2008 

11/30/2007 

CO 
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VENTURA 
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PROTECTIVE 
SERVICES, INC. 

REPUBLIC WASTE 
SERVICES OF 
TEXAS LIMITED 

SECURITY 
CONSULTANTS 
GROUP INC 

PRADO 

RECREATION 

INCORPORATED 

SECURITY 
CONSULTANTS 
GROUP INC 

PRADO 

RECREATION 

INCORPORATED 

PACIFIC RIM 
BUSINESS CENTRE 
LIMITED LIABILITY 
COMPANY 

PACIFIC RIM 
BUSINESS CENTRE 
LIMITED LIABILITY 
COMPANY 

SECURITY 
CONSULTANTS 
GROUP INC 

PACIFIC RIM 
BUSINESS CENTRE 
LIMITED LIABILITY 
COMPANY 

SECURITY 
CONSULTANTS 
GROUP INC 
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o 

w 

$15,344 

$0 

o 

to 

<D 

& 

Si 

<N 

-J-' 

W 

$301,239 

$274,040 

$691 ,200 

$1,334,796 

o 

w 

$619,894 

$3,232,635 

$8,400 

$37,697 

$15,000 

$15,344 

$0 

$0 

$800,000 

$301,239 

$64,450 

$136,800 

$248,160 

$0 

$113,403 

$767,968 

JOHN E REID AND 
ASSOCIATES 
INCORPORATED 

ABRAXAS 

CORPORATION 

FEDERAL EXPRESS 
CORPORATION 

NATIONAL 
INDUSTRIES FOR 
THE BLIND 

MTI OFFICE 
SYSTEMS, INC 

MTI OFFICE 
SYSTEMS, INC 

POTOMAC NORTH 
LLC 

INTERPARK 

HOLDINGS 

INCORPORATED 

COMTEL SYSTEMS 
TECHNOLOGY, INC 

PARK AMERICA INC 

CENTRAL PARKING 
SYSTEM INC 

BEARINGPOINT, 

L.L.C 

L' ENFANT COLONY 
LLC 

ALON INC 

DELIVERY 

ORDER 

DELIVERY 

ORDER 

BPA CALL 

DELIVERY 

ORDER 

DELIVERY 

ORDER 

DELIVERY 

ORDER 

IDC 

IDC 

IDC 

IDC 

IDC 

BPA CALL 

IDC 

IDC 

PATENT/DATA 

RIGHTS 

PATENT/DATA 

RIGHTS 

URGENCY 

DIRECTED TO 
JWOD 
NONPROFIT 
AGENCY 

PATENT/DATA 

RIGHTS 

PATENT/DATA 

RIGHTS 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE - 
OTHER 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE - 
OTHER 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE - 
OTHER 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE - 
OTHER 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE - 
OTHER 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE - 
OTHER 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE - 
OTHER 

AUTHORIZED BY 
STATUTE 

NON- 

COMPETITIVE 

DELIVERY 

ORDER 

NON- 

COMPETITIVE 

DELIVERY 

ORDER 

NOT COMPETED 

a S 

tn O 

||i 

<“■% 

1 § 

NON- 

COMPETITIVE 

DELIVERY 

ORDER 

NON- 

COMPETITIVE 

DELIVERY 

ORDER 

NOT COMPETED 

5 

in 

0. 

1 

6 
z 

NOT COMPETED 

NOT COMPETED 

NOT COMPETED 

FOLLOW ON TO 
COMPETED 
ACTION 

NOT COMPETED 

NOT AVAILABLE 
FOR 

COMPETITION 

PROVIDE MISSION- 
CRITICAL TRAINING FOR 
VISA SECURITY OFFICERS 

IN SCREENING AND 
VETTING VISA 
APPLICATIONS. 

PROVIDE MISSION- 
CRITICAL TRAINING FOR 
VISA SECURITY OFFICERS 

IN SCREENING AND 
VETTING VISA 
APPLICATIONS 

EXPRESS MAIL SERVICES 

10,000 STORAGE BOXES 

AUDIO VISUAL SYSTEM 
FOR CHARLESTON 287(G) 
PROGRAM 

AUDIO VISUAL SYSTEM 
FOR CHARLESTON 287(G) 
PROGRAM 

PCN PARKING AT 500 12TH 
STREET, SW 

91 INDOOR PARKING 
SPACES 

MAINTENANCE AND REPAIR 
SERVICES OF SECURITY 
SYSTEM 

PARKING GARAGE 

PARKING SPACES 

BUSINESS MANAGEMENT 
CASE SUPPORT 

PARKING SPACES 

ACQUISITION SUPPORT 
FOR THE OFFICE OF STATE 
AND LOCAL 

COORDINATION/ 287(G) 

05/09/2008 

05/19/2008 

03/13/2009 

02/11/2008 

05/15/2008 

05/15/2008 






02/28/2009 



05/06/2008 

05/08/2008 

03/11/2008 

01/10/2008 

CO 

0 

1 

04/30/2008 

09/30/2008 

09/24/2008 

09/23/2008 

09/22/2008 

09/1 2/2008 

09/25/2008 

09/15/2008 

09/26/2008 

HSCEMS08F0 

0028 
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HSCEMS08F0 

0024 
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0019 
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HSCEMD08F0 

0063 

HSCEMS08C 

00014 

HSCEMS08C 

00013 

HSCEMS08C 

00012 

HSCEMS08C 

00011 

HSCEMS08C 

00010 

HSCEMD08F0 

0064 

HSCEMS08C 

00009 

HSCEMS08C 

00008 
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O ■ 
m 
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§ 

o 

m 

o 

m 

o 

$0 

o 

$73,034 

$0 

$103,008 

$14,565 

$250,025 

$46,284 

o 

(ft 

$488,050 

$0 

$198,075 

$0 

$296,997 

s 

o 

$73,034 

o 

69 

$103,008 

$14,565 

$250,025 

$46,284 

REPUBLIC WASTE 
SERVICES OF 
TEXAS LIMITED 

BEARINGPOINT, 

L.L.C 

COUNTY OF 
VENTURA 

BEARINGPOINT, 

LLC 

COUNTY OF 
VENTURA 

BEARINGPOINT, 

L.L.C 

MOTOR VEHICLES 
NEW YORK 
DEPARTMENT OF 

SUPREME 

SECURITY 

SYSTEMS 

INCORPORATED 

MTI OFFICE 
SYSTEMS, INC 

AMERICAN 

BANKERS 

ASSOCIATION 

INCORPORATED 

COMPUSEARCH 

SOFTWARE 

SYSTEMS, 

LR P 

PUBLICATIONS INC 

DIGITAL RECEIVER 
TECHNOLOGY INC 

UNIOUE CLEANING 
SERVICE, INC. 

PURCHASE 

ORDER 

BPA CALL 

PURCHASE 

ORDER 

< 

O 

< 

Q. 

m 

PURCHASE 

ORDER 

BPA CALL 

PURCHASE 

ORDER 

PURCHASE 

ORDER 

DELIVERY 

ORDER 

PURCHASE 

ORDER 

DELIVERY 

ORDER 

DELIVERY 

ORDER 

DEFINITIVE 

CONTRACT 

DEFINITIVE 
- CONTRACT 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE - 
OTHER 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE - 
OTHER 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE - 
OTHER 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE - 
OTHER 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE - 
OTHER 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE - 
OTHER 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE - 
OTHER 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE - 
OTHER 

PATENT/DATA 

RIGHTS 

AUTHORIZED BY 
STATUTE 

PATENT/DATA 

RIGHTS 

AUTHORIZED BY 
STATUTE 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE - 
OTHER 

AUTHORIZED BY 
STATUTE 

NOT COMPETED 

FOLLOW ON TO 
COMPETED 
ACTION 

NOT COMPETED 

FOLLOW ON TO 
COMPETED 
ACTION 

NOT COMPETED 

FOLLOW ON TO 
COMPETED 
ACTION 

FOLLOW ON TO 
COMPETED 
ACTION 

NOT COMPETED 

NON- 

COMPETITIVE 

DELIVERY 

ORDER 

NOT COMPETED 
UNDER SAT 

NON- 

COMPETITIVE 

DELIVERY 

ORDER 

NON- 

COMPETITIVE 

DELIVERY 

ORDER 

NOT COMPETED 

NOT AVAILABLE 
FOR 

COMPETITION 

EXPENSE FOR TRASH 
DISPOSAL SERVICES 

FINANCIAL SERVICES 

SHOOTING RANGE 

BUSINESS MANAGEMENT 
CASE SUPPORT. 

SHOOTING RANGE- 
VENTURA COUNTY 
SHERIFFS 

BUSINESS MANAGEMENT 
CASE SUPPORT SERVICES 

UNDERCOVER LICENSE 
PLATES, REGISTRATIONS 
AND DMV REQUIREMENTS 
RENEWAL 

ALARM SYSTEM SERVICE 

GS-07F-0081N 

AUDIO VISUAL SYSTEM 

PROFESSIONAL SERVICES 
(TRAINING 

PRESENTATIONS) AT 
ASSET FORFEITURE 
FINANCIAL 
INVESTIGATIONS 
SEMINARS TO INSTRUCT 
SPECIAL AGENTS ON 
"FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS 
LENDING PRACTICES" 

ADD PRISM TRAINER 

RENEW CYBERFEDS 
SUBSCRIPTIONS 

INVESTIGATIVE 

EQUIPMENT. 

JANITORIAL SERVICES 
NEEDED -FACILITY IN FT. 
BENNING, GA. 

CO 

o 

o 

s 

§ 

o 

02/28/2009 

09/30/2008 

08/31/2008 

09/30/2008 

06/30/2008 

09/30/2008 

04/02/2008 

05/15/2008 

09/19/2008 

09/30/2008 

01/31/2009 

03/03/2009 

06/15/2009 

03/22/2008 

08/20/2008 

07/29/2008 

06/18/2008 

07/03/2008 

03/28/2008 

04/12/2008 

03/31/2008 

03/27/2008 

03/31/2008 

03/03/2008 

02/05/2008 

09/05/2008 

06/06/2008 

HSCENV08P0 

0031 

HSCEMD08F0 

0064 

HSCENV08P0 

0032 

HSCEMD08F0 

0064 

HSCENV08P0 

0032 

HSCEMD08F0 

0064 

HSCENV08P0 

0040 

HSCENV08P0 

0044 

HSCEMD08F0 

0063 

HSCENV08P0 

0054 

HSCEMD08F0 

0040 

HSCEMD08F0 

0033 

HSCEMD08C 

00005 

HSCEMD08C 

00004 



1062 


t 


111 

SS§ 

§s! 


1 §£ 
^ < < 
o -I 0- 
F Q 1 
tr ui O 
3 b o 
< 5 


wfc 

IP 

2 << 


1§5 

|a -i £ q ~i xi 
'-QSgoS 
UI 05 UO 
' O > F o| 

<05 


i<5 


cc h q. 

ill 

M oo 


S|g 

»oo 


S»g 

“00 


§|§ 
5 go 
p x lu 

O LU yj 


<Q! 
, W UJ: 
O CO^ Hi 

s E3 g S 

ssog 

!< CO P 

225 


o 


a; tr 

LLI LU 
> Q 


x a: 

LU LU 
> Q 


CC CE 
UJ UJ 
> Q 


CC cc 

UJ UJ 
> □ 


tr cc 

UJ UJ 
> □ 


cc cc 

UJ UJ 
> □ 


O O UJ 

zoo 

o CO 


,_3fe 

OCO 


Z Ul CC 
IO O LU 




UJ • 
z UJ 
OO., 

'ZOO 

o w I 


UJ 

O 

CE 


N D 

cc b 
E co 


O UJ 


52 
£ w 


oS 

i” 


O O UJ 

>i 5 f 

ZOO 
o CO 


UJ ' 

Z LU H 

OOuj 

> cr x 

IS JD F 
ZOO 
O W 


,Z UJ CC, 
OOLU 

>. cn x 


h 

,± h lu Si 

igassi 

2 UJ o 


, t K CC| 

gtr 1 

z I UJ o] 

OQ 1 

o 


F CC X. 

IZhUJUJ 

O LU > p[ 

■Z CE — I CC 

5 LUO 

00 

O 


I— LU Ul 

o w>a 

2 X _J I X. 
2 WO 


LU 

Fee 

OO 

O 


>> 

F X X 
_ P LU LU 

!o 5 — S 
'2 a. _i cc 

2 lu O 

OF 


3 1 § 

;§s 

sip 

box 

m^LLJ 


f^ 

UJ ^ 


8s 


Bffl 


ht 5J . 

pglSg 

2 z x 2 z x 
JlOjlD 

< O co < Q to 

stu 

p Q 

< Z 

z < 


>53 

LU § 


2 T 

o g 

UJ g 


0 O 

m 5 
o 0 

CO 

X 


£0 


2 o 
O F 
LU 2 


(5 g 

UJ § 


2 CM 

pg 


O 

r» 

2 CM 
P s 




Dollars 


1063 








Full 


1065 


aSu! 

Sis 


S«8 

“on 


" 8 ° 


SgS 

“oo 


<» 

tli 

echo. 

all 

»oo 

o 


£ ! 


all 

"oo 


4* 

CE b q. 

~D =i Z) 

a§g 

a o» 

o 


fcli 

a|g 

•oo 

o 


m 

7 o o 


6N. 

cc h cl 

all 

“on 

o 


£11 

cc^d. 

all 

w O C 3 

o 


ce ce 

LD LU 

> □ 


£E CE 
LU LU 
> Q 
Zj CE 
LU O 


CE CE 
LU LU 
> Q 
□ CE 
LU O 


CE CE 
LU LU 
> □ 


CE CE 
LU LU 
> O 


CE CE 
LU LU 
> D 
□ CE 

uj o 


CE CE 
UJ LU 
> Q 


CE CE 
LU LU 
> Q 
3 CE 
ui O 


CE CE 
LU LU 
> Q 
□ CE 
UJ O 


> > 

_ , E = a: 

■ z p UJ UJ 

|o £ > g 


2 H LU LU 

o w 2: Q 


. ! s 

2 h- UI LU 
O w>o 
Z Q. _J CE 

■ 5 jy o 
o o 1 
o 


> > , 
K CE CE 
P UJ LU 

o£>_ 
i2 5 mo| 
oo 
o 


>> 

H CE CE: 

IQ lu > 


2 > 

b ce a 

2 P UJ LU 
oui>g 
z — 1 £ 
2 LLJ O 

oo 

o 


>> 

I- CE CE 
■ p UJ UJ 
> LU > 9 


>> 
b CE CE| 
|Z P LU UJ 

o£>a 
|z Q- —I CE 
1^5 UJO 
O O 


> > 

I- CE CE 
12 h- UJ UJ 

O C > Q 
iy O-ZjCCI 
5^0 

o Q 1 
o 


b E CE 

bEST 

Z 5 

oo 

o 


f- E CE 
2 P UJ LU 

- LU > O 


IS 

uj cr 

si 

<Q ►" 

§8 


O uj 

UJ [E 

S3 

3g 

o- R 

X Q 


9 o 
> cr 

CE < 
UJ O 


CE CE 

3S 


5g 
uj 5 


CE CE 

fi 


£5 

“x 


> CE 
CE < 

uj o 


CE CE 

PJ 


is 


as 

il 

CE < 
WO 


UJ g 


uj 2 


Dollars 


L066 






Full 


1067 



Dollars Full 


1068 






1069 




°R <2*= 


z i 5 r 

o o §uj< 
<25 J2 1 
w < id < it ^ y 

<§ <£ °o| 

UJ U °MO 


«□: “c 52 □: 

5 uj 5 uj 5 tu 

h a £ a So 

P cr P cc 9 cc 

§0 Sjo §0 


2h zuiczuiif 
ND OOujOOuJ 
S t > £ 5 hte £ 1 

X Jr z O O z O Q 
jh W o W !Q W 


Z UJ cc Z LU CC Ooo^i 

zo5zoo^§§ 

O w o ® £ S ^ 


i M o 3 jS |a o 
S | 5 C E 

lesies I 1 Pi 


j z y 

CD O to 

Sort 5 d 
So tu Sc 


I | 

u J 
O 


cr 

< to 



u. uj 

UJ =3 

cr < 

“-S 

0 

z 

z 

0 0- 

P cr 

£5 

il 

s 

“z 
< 2 

H 

§ 


NONPROFIT I - 1 INCORPORATED 






Dollars Full 


1070 





Dollars -Full' 




1072 


,U I5 
■ £ << 
■a^4 

; ui o 
jf-O 

l<? 


2 < 


Bmz 
2 < < — 
cm% g 
|So§So| 
3 fc ° 3 1 ° 


<1 


Ijz 

— 1 %i 

: Q it 


<2 


2 < < 
O-J0- 

eS? 

3 1 o 

< 2 


|iu£ 

Isll' 

g-« ' 

‘-So 


: O: 


5 < ^ 

'foS 

LU O 


<2 


S»z 
2 < < 

g j % 
PS? 
3 1 o 

<5 


a|> 

^ g z 
2 < < 
o -I Q- 

e=s§ 

3t=o 

<2 


Ul^ 

-! 3 s 


= ui $ 
5 o % 


■feg 

: < s 

|5§fe 

S|g 

l»go 


cc cc 

UJ UJ 
> O 
□ n 
LU O 


LE CC 
UJ UJ 
> O 
□ cc 

LU O 


cc a: 
LU UJ 
> Q 
=3 CC 
UJ O 


tr cr 

UI UJ 
> D 
□ CC 

uj o 


cc cc 

UI UI 
> Q 


6£ 
£ w 


> 

CD 

O UJ 


o< 


Q UJ 


65 
E w 


of 

IS 


O ui 

as 

§S 


3 

ffl 

S C p 

p|: 

o 


s 

|| §51 
fS “■ %| 

o 


|e£l 

1 8i 


B _ 

CD O 

|5_“ 

!< O m 

5 U CL 

= 8; 


y _ 

CD O 

K 

° 8 


5P 

<§te 

5 u. a. 


; O 5 


3 

CD 

|§5 

fc P 


>> 

I- cc cc 

p UI UJ 

oE>d| 

2 Q- — I CC 
2 LUO 
O O 


UJ 

> > 
Etc 

• L- UI UI 

\o&>.9 


Sfccc 

• p UI UJ 
i UJ > Q 

: | mo. 
o° 


K P CC 
P UI UJ 

5 m O 


m g 

|§5 

O 8 


sip® 

z sjo| 

8 


X O S 

in? " 


ss 

UlW 

> a: 

CC Q. 

8s 

U w 


‘§£ 
O CD 
■ = o 

f fc 

CD 2 

II 


m 8 



1073 


Eli 

iha. 

all 

“oo 


§3s 

”0<3 


Eli 

Cha. 

all 

o 


Els 


- (EUJb 2 a: 

>aassa 

,,,= _j 3 O f? _j 

s“slsa. 


z a: iu t 

sags 

ffidggi 
si (So 
< Z S 8 


Eli 

Ihi 

§ii 


w§o 


3|8 

’0<3 


< LU O 

z w n 


a: cc 

LLI LU 
> □ 
=j CC 
uj O 


> □ 
□ CC 
LU O 


ir cc 

UJ LU 

> o 

n cc 

LU O 


CC CC 
UJ Ul 

> o 
□ cc 
ul O 


cc cc 

LU UJ 

> o 


tr a: 

Ul UJ 
> D 
□ CC 
uj O 


CC cc 

UJ UJ 

> a 


Er cc 

UJ UJ 
> □ 
3 cc 
uj o 


E w 


LU h- 

N> 

CC S 

o5 

£ w 


n 3 

CC H 

oS 


l-C(E 
1 2 p LU UJ 
O w>Q 

8 


> > , 
cc cc 

UJ Ul' 

> Q 


gb 


>> 

, E cc cc 


i_ UJ Ul 

o w>Q 
z£ ,rr 


> > 

1 . t— cr cc 

2 t UJ UJI 

ob>g 

|Z 5 LUO 

o° 1 
o 


> > 
hca; 

|Z C UJ UJ 

0 LU > o 

2 0 I CC. 

1 S LUO 
OO 1 


, h- CC CC 

5 pS 

2 i iu o 


1111 

z S ujo 

O Cl 


> > 
t CC cc 
, p uj uj 

S LU° 


1 C DC I 

otr 1 

2 I LUO: 
OO 


> > . 
. t CC cc! 

2 sdoj 

8 


UJ 

> > . 
HOT CC 
2 P LU UJ 

1 £es 

1 !' 


isi 
6 8 


tea 


Q- to 

83 

lo 


1x0 5 • 
'•!§* 
islll 

:«|2g 


as 


? ft 


LU § 




Dollars Full 


1074 






Dollars Full 


1075 


Ii 2 

& <c 

r?a£E 

I ^ 

2 O 


;os 


Q c 
o 




z» = > 
2?«z 
< b 3 £ 

Z =3 Q 5 , 
irfoO; 

iSt°l 


o_ „ 

IOC Z5 
Z 3 < 
I o m 


O LU 

z w b 
x w % 
6g* 
y >P 
Hr! 

< LU ; 

l w < 
It £ 


U LU 

z w b 

oH 

PSg 

< iu R 
? w 8 
E 5 

< 


6°^ 
UJHO 
l-Z) O; 


o< 
P o 

§£E 

i O 


Q. 

= o 

O LU 

a: h 

n 2 
2 o 

5 o 

§§ 


CL 

5 o 

o UJ 

t 

®s 
2 ° 

§8 

Si 

Z 


x o < 
oQc 

J n9 


CE OC 
LU LU 

> a 


>o 

If 


oo£ 
> a: x 

jDI- 
z o O 
O w 


LU • 

Z LU CC 
O O LU 

>. CC x 

jDh 
Z O O 

o w 


b!D 

§1 

i" 


D LU 
LU H 
N D 
DC t 
Oh 

H 05 


CD 

G UJ 
LU |- 
N Z) 
CE H 

o? 
£ « 


a ui 
UJ H 

n5 


£ w 


CD 

O UJ 
LU \- 
N Z) 
CC t 

°f 

£ w 


D UJ 
LU [Z 

N 5 

2t 

£ (0 


H 0 
Z LU • 

g&Qi 

5 0- I- 

w 


o 

h d 
z UJ i_ 
r tiQi 
5 O. H 

O 50 

■o< 


is£ 


I 8 


m O 
S CE P 
| 2 | 

5 8 


LU O 


< _l 
§2 ■ 

CE^H 
LU W -I 
D-CEn 

oo< 

> U. LL 

p2t 

b CL z 

> Z) 

< CO 


a o 
Oz £;£ 

*i S 8 

el 

t cl fn w 

So 

> 
< CE 

O W 


Wn u 5 

Z n < LU { 

,2 wOg 


O CC 

silffi 

4 £ iZ LU 

- P z o 

UI 7 LU 
0^0 


o 2 
t W 


J- (fj 

£ < 
O L_ 
LL g 
CO UJ 

a 5 

z UJ 

LU 

CO 


CE {2 
_ O z $ 
CC < ui p 
O i— 2 LU 

Z LU 5 
CO LU CE CO 
0 2 5 
lUjd 

5 jT UJ 

■ t CE 


< 5 CO 

88a 


Q. ® 

O O 
UJ o 
O 


O o 
LU O 

O 


O o 
uj o 
O 



1076 





1- O 
Jwg!; 

gfll 

< o 


, p 

z 

Js§2: 

o|fe| 


l w 8 

z 


. o 

,jj 
p@i 
'| w i 


SS- 

igi 

|gS 

i|8 

m§ 

Q. ^ 


N 3 

tr E 
oS 


o< 

jE&j 


Z UJ CC 
O U UJ 
>££ 


|ouffi| 
>.§£ 
._ oo 
low 


§2 


O O UJ 

>. cc i 

^ss 

O W 


O O UJ 

> tr x 

2 => t 


O O UJ 

zoo 

o w 


zoo 

o w 


sg 

Ew 


o< 

E w 


111 1 
n 5 

°2 
E w 


join 

JlLO. 


m O 

5 IE u 
§ O UJ 


> > 

o C > 9 

u lis 

8 


r- yi 

SSSal' 

B5£«s 

ZlElOf 

ffiSSS; 

UStIUSL 

s«“g? 

S |s 


5 ; CO 

Sago 

'sissi 

CC CEO £ 

n OF» 

o< 

-3 o cc w] 

B 


Z C3 ^ 
^ZH 


< tc z 

— i •— o 
ir 
o O 


Z (3 _ 

<65 

I- 

_S S 
o 6 
>- x . , 

< tU HI 

=)>o 


ig 

Is 

1§I 

<cc 


gS 


_ W CO 
O 5 UJ 

z uo 

Z7H1 
L= < CO 

Z 2 H 


_ UJ to 
05 UJ 

< o > 

o < IX 
7 7 111 

p < to 

III 

Bgfc 


Z 2 h 

o < 0 

8^S: 

s Ia 


<CO 

cc UJ 

UJ O 

a. rf 

of 

O £ 


^ o 
UJ o 


CL OJ 

o g 

UJ o 


O? 


S3- 




1077 











Dollars 


1080 



DETAINEE HOUSING UNITS. 




Dollars Full 


1081 








1084 





Dollars Fgll 


1085 




Dollars Full 


1086 





1087 




1088 






Dollars 


1089 


5 cl O 
< CE 0- 
5 LU CE 


CO < 
o X £ 
JlO 

§ X CL 


CO LU 
LU f= 

W < 
9 a: cc 
5 CL o 
< x cl 
> LU X 

t= o 
z o 


3 f 

iu.3; 

log! 

Z ’ 

1 ° O 

Ssj 


<C5< 
= Z CE 

5 * O 

6 < ^ 

| 8 °- g 


E 2 


?5 


CQ CO 
=»<; 
CL -1 


bl 

z Ocn_ 

o 5 £i 
££§< 
* r 5 <o 
i - 1 O 
1 co 


§ 


ui 

£ cr 
? m 

§ 


I Z UJ x 

O O LU 

„ x x 


Z UJ x 
OOUJ 


z uj cr 

O O LU 

>cc I 


Z UJ CC 
OO LU 

>e=£ 


:z uj x 

O O UJ 

fcSE 

zoo 

o <0 


UJ • 

OO £ 

>;5f 

ZOO 
O CO 


Z UJ CC 
O O uj 
a: x 


z uj cc' 

O o UJ 


Z UJ X 
OO LU 

z OO 
O *0 


uj • 

Z UJ X 
O O uj 

>i!is 

zoo 

o CO 


Z UJ X 
O O Uj 

S§E 

ZOO 
o CO 


UJ • 

Z UJ X 
OO UJ 

ZOO 
O co 


, — LU cc 

OOUJ 


Z UJX 
Sum 
x x 


8 1 


81 


lU 
° Z 
uj UJ 

o cc 


UJ U 

o< 

X CO 
< 3 


23 


SI 


Q O 
<18 
Si“ 

o 8 


33 

P 

5 o 


m 8 


5 « 
O o 
88 











Dollars Full 


1091 









1093 


Full 

Performance 
Value (FY 2008) 


$324 

s 

$14,512 

$4,514 

$38,412 

o 

CO 

CO 

co" 

$33,600 

$6,405 

$11,000 

$6,335 

$13,127 

$6,726 

$7,721 

$14,844 

$3,300 

$20,844 

$7,100 

Dollars 
Award (FY 
2008) 


$324 

$0 

$14,512 

$4,514 

$38,412 

$8,880 

$33,600 

m 

s 

CO 

w 

$11,000 

$6,335 

$13,127 

$6,726 

$7,721 

$14,844 

$3,300 

$20,844 

$7,100 

Vendor Name 


FEDERAL PRISON 
INDUSTRIES INC 

DELEWARE 
CRIMINAL JUSTICE 
INFORMATION 
SYSTEMS 

FEDERAL PRISON 
INDUSTRIES INC 

COMMERCIAL 
EMBLEM COMPANY 

CUTLER-OWENS 

INTERNATIONAL, 

LTD, 

FEDERAL PRISON 
INDUSTRIES INC 

PRADO FAMILY 
SHOOTING RANGE 

LARA & 
ROBERTSON, 
INCORPORATED 

MANAGEMENT 
CONCEPTS, INC. 

FEDERAL PRISON 
INDUSTRIES INC 

FEDERAL PRISON 
INDUSTRIES INC 

FEDERAL PRISON 
INDUSTRIES INC 

FEDERAL PRISON 
INDUSTRIES INC 


HOUSEHOLD 
DRIVERS REPORT 
INC 

FEDERAL PRISON 
INDUSTRIES INC 

APPRISS INC. 

Contract Type 


PURCHASE 

ORDER 

PURCHASE 

ORDER 

PURCHASE 

ORDER 

PURCHASE 

ORDER 

PURCHASE 

ORDER 

PURCHASE 

ORDER 

PURCHASE 

ORDER 

PURCHASE 

ORDER 

PURCHASE 

ORDER 

PURCHASE 

ORDER 

PURCHASE 

ORDER 

PURCHASE 

ORDER 

PURCHASE 

ORDER 

PURCHASE 

ORDER 

PURCHASE 

ORDER 

PURCHASE 

ORDER 

PURCHASE 

ORDER 

Reason Not 
Competed 


UNICOR 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE - 
OTHER 

UNICOR 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE - 
OTHER 

UNIQUE 

SOURCE 

UNICOR ' 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE - 
OTHER 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE - 
OTHER 

URGENCY 

UNICOR 

UNICOR 

UNICOR 

UNICOR 

URGENCY 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE - 
OTHER 

UNICOR 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE - 

Extent Competed 

h 

5 

% 

NOT AVAILABLE 
FOR 

COMPETITION 

NOT COMPETED 

NOT AVAILABLE 
FOR 

COMPETITION 

NOT COMPETED 

NOT COMPETED 

NOT COMPETED 

NOT COMPETED 

NOT COMPETED 

NOT COMPETED 

NOT AVAILABLE 
FOR 

COMPETITION 

NOT AVAILABLE 
FOR 

COMPETITION 

FOLLOW ON TO 
COMPETED 
ACTION 

NOT COMPETED 
UNDER SAT 

NOT COMPETED 

NOT COMPETED 

NOT AVAILABLE 
FOR 

COMPETITION 

NOT COMPETED 

Description of Requirement 


FURNITURE 

ACCESS TO DELJIS 
DATABASE 

FURNITURE 

NAME PLATES 

GYM EQUIPMENT 

NEEDED FOR NEW 
EMPLOYEE WORK SPACE. 

OFFICERS ARE REQUIRED 
TO QUALIFY OUARTERLY. 

THE USE OF THE 
SHOOTING RANGE WILL 
ALLOW THE O 

BANNERS 

TRAINING/CURRICULUM 

DEVELOPMENT 

OFFICE FURNITURE 

OFFICE FURNITURE 

OFFICE FURNITURE 

OFFICE FURNITURE 

TRAINING/CURRICULUM 

DEVELOPMENT 

HOUSEHOLD DRIVER S 
REPORT 

OFFICE FURNITURE 

INFORMATION RETRIEVAL 

Completion 

Date 


10/26/2008 

09/30/2008 

09/19/2008 

1 1/20/2008 

10/19/2008 

10/18/2009 

09/14/2009 

09/30/2008 

09/30/2008 

10/08/2008 

10/08/2008 

09/06/2008 

& 

s 

O) 

o 

09/26/2008 

08/31/2009 

09/25/2008 

08/21/2009 

Date 

Signed 


co 

o 

0 

1 

o5 

o 

03/19/2008 

09/19/2008 

co 

o 

o 

8 

a 

o 

09/18/2008 

09/18/2008 

I 

s? 

o 

09/1 1/2008 

09/09/2008 

09/08/2008 

09/08/2008 

09/06/2008 

08/28/2008 

08/27/2008 

co 

8 

1 

o 

08/21/2008 

08/21/2008 

a 

K 


HSCECR08PO 

0139 

HSCETC08PO 

0016 

HSCECR08P0 

0139 

HSCECR08PO 

0138 

HSCECR08PO 

0137 

HSCECR08P0 

0135 

HSCECR08P0 

0131 

HSCECR08P0 

0128 

HSCECR08P0 

0127 

HSCECR08P0 

0125 

HSCECR08P0 

0124 

HSCECR08P0 

0122 

HSCECR08P0 

0115 

HSCECR08P0 

0112 

HSCECR08P0 

0110 

HSCECR08P0 

0108 

HSCECRO8P0 

0107 
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$5,115 

0 

0 

$0 

s 

$14,458 

IO 

CO 

0 

$0 

$102,090 

$2,581 

$0 

$1,050 

$52,228 

o 

$0 

$0 

0 

0 

$14,458 

s 

w 

$0 

0 

$102,090 

$2,581 

$44,060 

$1,050 

$52,228 

NEOPOST INC 

PACIFIC COAST 
COMMUNITY 
SERVICES 

PACIFIC COAST 
COMMUNITY 
SERVICES 

WINDSOR PARKING 
INCORPORATED 

MOTOROLA 

INCORPORATED 

VELEZ 

MANAGEMENT 

CORPORATION 

VELEZ 

MANAGEMENT 

CORPORATION 

MOTOROLA 

INCORPORATED 

PORTLAND CITY OF 

SIDEBAR AND 
ASSOCIATES 
INCORPORATED 

SIDE BAR AND 
ASSOCIATES 
INCORPORATED 

PACIFIC COAST 
COMMUNITY 
SERVICES 

OPPORTUNITY 

VILLAGE 

ASSOCIATION FOR 
RETARDED 
CITIZENS 

OPPORTUNITY 

VILLAGE 

ASSOCIATION FOR 
RETARDED 
CITIZENS 

DELIVERY 

ORDER 

1DC 

IDC 

PURCHASE 

ORDER 

PURCHASE 

ORDER 

IDC 

DEFINITIVE 

CONTRACT 

PURCHASE 

ORDER 

PURCHASE 

ORDER 

DEFINITIVE 

CONTRACT 

DEFINITIVE 

CONTRACT 

DEFINITIVE 

CONTRACT 

IDC 

IDC 

AUTHORIZED BY 
STATUTE 

DIRECTED TO 
JWOD 

NONPROFIT 

AGENCY 

DIRECTED TO 
JWOD 
NONPROFIT 
AGENCY 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE - 
OTHER 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE - 
OTHER 

AUTHORIZED BY 
STATUTE 

AUTHORIZED BY 
STATUTE 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE - 
OTHER 

UNIQUE 

SOURCE 

AUTHORIZED BY 
STATUTE 

AUTHORIZED BY 
STATUTE 

DIRECTED TO 
JWOD 
NONPROFIT 
AGENCY 

DIRECTED TO 
JWOD 
NONPROFIT 
AGENCY 

DIRECTED TO 
JWOD 
NONPROFIT 
AGENCY 

Q- _i CC 
5IDO 
O D 

NOT AVAILABLE 
FOR 

COMPETITION 

NOT AVAILABLE 
FOR 

COMPETITION 

NOT COMPETED 

NOT COMPETED 

NOT COMPETED 

NOT AVAILABLE 
FOR 

COMPETITION 

NOT COMPETED 

NOT COMPETED 

NOT AVAILABLE 
FOR 

COMPETITION 

NOT AVAILABLE 
FOR 

COMPETITION 

NOT AVAILABLE 
FOR 

COMPETITION 

2 1 
|g| 

1 8 

NOT AVAILABLE 
FOR 

COMPETITION 

SCALE MAILING SYSTEM 

ADMINISTRATIVE AND 
TECHNICAL SUPPORT 
SERVICES 

ADMINISTRATIVE AND 
TECHNICAL SUPPORT 
SERVICES 

LEASED PARKING SPACES 

MOTOROLA RADIO 
EQUIPMENT MOVE. 

CCTV UPGRADE 

REPAIR. REPLACE, 
UPGRADE CCTV AND Al 
PHONE 

MOTOROLA RADIO 
EQUIPMENT MOVE. 

RADIO COMMUNICATION 
SYSTEM- SERVICES 

PHYSICAL SECURITY 
SPECIALIST 

PHYSICAL SECURITY 
SPECIALIST 

ADMINISTRATIVE SUPPORT 

1 ' 
> 1 

§ f 

zL-sjraf 

5 

O 

< 

ADMINSTRATIVE SUPPORT 
CLERK/ PAYROLL 
TECHNICIAN 

09/30/2009 



09/30/2009 

09/27/2008 


10/30/2007 

09/27/2008 

09/30/2008 

09/30/2010 

09/30/2010 

10/31/2007 



09/29/2008 

09/12/2008 

08/18/2008 

08/21/2008 

07/31/2008 

02/12/2008 

10/03/2007 

03/07/2008 

09/16/2008 

11/02/2007 

04/28/2008 

10/30/2007 


02/22/2008 

HSCEW809F0 

0003 

HSCEW908C 

00001 

HSCEW908C 

00001 

HSCEW90BP0 

0002 

HSCEWA08P 

00003 

HSCECA07C0 

0024 

HSCECA07C0 

0020 

HSCEWA08P 

00003 

HSCEWA08P 

00013 

HSCECA07C0 

0009 

HSCECA07C0 

0009 

HSCECA07CO 

0006 

HSCECA07C0 

00Q3., 

HSCECA07C0 

0003 




Full 
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Full 


1103 


Full 

Performance 
Value (FY 2008) 

$6,000 

o 

$21,555 

$3,600 

$239,250 

© 

$3,810 

> - 

■ 


o 

8 


o 

o 

o 

o 

Dollars 
Award (FY 
2008) 

$6,000 

o 

$21,555 

$3,600 

$239,250 

o 

$3,810 

1 

s 

$5,749 

- 


$5,342 

-$154,926 

$257,185 

$277,778 

v.i 

' «s 

aJZ 

.'life 

■. S 
■"* 

© 

> 

MCKPLACO, INC. 

DTM 

CORPORATION 

DEFENSE 
LOGISTICS 
INFORMATION 
SERVICES 
DIVISION DUS SX 

MACOMB 

COMMUNITY 

COLLEGE 

L 3 

COMMUNICATIONS 

CORPORATION 

(4475) 

DTM 

CORPORATION 

MAXIMIZED 
SECURITY 
SYSTEMS LIMITED 
LIABILITY 
COMPANY 


» , * 

a. 

j-- g 

■ >: 

KNIGHT 
PROTECTIVE 
SERVICES INC 

| 

< 

AKAL SECURITY 
INC 

AKAL SECURITY 
INC 

AKAL SECURITY 
INC 

AKAL SECURITY 
INC 

Contract Type 

PURCHASE 

ORDER 

DEFINITIVE 

CONTRACT 

PURCHASE 

ORDER 

PURCHASE 

ORDER 

PURCHASE 

ORDER 

DEFINITIVE 

CONTRACT 

PURCHASE 

ORDER 

i 

& 

■ 

< 

1 

BPA CALL 

i 

< 

I 

BPA CALL 

BPA CALL 

BPA CALL 

BPA CALL 

Reason Not 
Competed 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE - 
OTHER 

AUTHORIZED BY 
STATUTE 

AUTHORIZED BY 
STATUTE 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE - 
OTHER 

ONLY ONE 
SOURCE - 
OTHER 

AUTHORIZED BY 
STATUTE 

AUTHORIZED BY 
STATUTE 

L 

i! 

r 

1&- 

AUTHORIZED BY 
STATUTE 

P 

> 

AUTHORIZED BY 
STATUTE 

URGENCY 

URGENCY 

URGENCY 

Extent Competed 

NOT COMPETED 

NOT AVAILABLE 
FOR 

COMPETITION 

NOT AVAILABLE 
FOR 

COMPETITION 

NOT COMPETED 

NOT COMPETED 

NOT AVAILABLE 
FOR 

COMPETITION 

NOT AVAILABLE 
FOR 

COMPETITION 

is, 

M 

0 5 0 

oS 

U. 

o 

fig 

SlG 

|f 

FOLLOW ON TO 
COMPETED 
ACTION 

| 

f|'. 

FOLLOW ON TO 
COMPETED 
ACTION 

FOLLOW ON TO 
COMPETED 
ACTION 

FOLLOW ON TO 
COMPETED 
ACTION 

O 

l- o 

Z UJ 7 

1 

P 

Description of Requirement 

DRY CLEANING 

SECURITY GUARD 
SERVICES 

FACILITIES OPERATIONS 
SUPPORT SVCS 

FIREARM RANGE 

MAINT-REP OF ALARM & 
SIGNAL SYSTEM 

SECURITY GUARD 
SERVICES 

4 CHANNEL MULTIPLEXER 
AND PELCO CAMERA 

85 

l 

UJ 

(f) 

mss 

v % 

• 

1 

i 

TEMPOARY ARMED GUARD 
SERVICES 

1 

r 


EGS FOR VARIOUS 
LOCATIONS WITH 4-STATE 
AKAL 

EGS FEMA DISASTER SITES 
IN INDIANA 

EGS FEMA DISASTER SITES 
IN INDIANA 

ARMED GUARD SERVICES 

IN SUPPORT OF FEMA 1747- 
DR-IL 

Completion 

Date 

09/30/2008 

09/30/2008 

09/30/2008 

CD 

O 

O 

CM 

o 

05 

o 

09/30/2008 

04/30/2008 

1 1/30/2007 

o 

I 

09/30/2009 

o 

1 

09/30/2010 

09/30/2010 

09/30/2010 

09/30/2010 

Date 

Signed 

s 

1 

1 

07/30/2008 

12/07/2007 

12/07/2007 

1 1/29/2007 

03/26/2008 

N 

0 

9 

1 
o 

I 

1 

04/25/2008 

1 

I 

CD 

O 

o 

Sj 

CM 

'J- 

o 

to 

o 

o 

CM 

o 

04/08/2008 

04/07/2008 

Q 

E 

HSCEC508P0 

0025 

HSGS11P02M 

QC0002 

HSCEC508P0 

0021 

HSCEC508P0 

0019 

HSCEC508P0 

0013 

HSGS11P02M 

OC0002 

HSCEC5O8P0 

0009 


1 

HSCEC508J0 

0028 

ft 

l 1 

HSCEC508J0 

0028 

HSCEC508J0 

0022 

HSCEC508J0 

0022 

HSCEC508J0 

0021 



Dollars 


1104 











dollars Full 


1105 



ACTION 







Full 


1106 








1107 




1108 
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Question: Update and submit for fiscal year 2008 the list provided in last year’s hearing record (2009, Part 5, 
pages 186-191) regarding contracts over $1 million in total value executed by ICE. Organize by contractor, 
purpose, dollar award, full performance value, contract start date, contract end date and contract type (e.g., 
firmed fixed price, etc.). 

ANSWER: Reference attached chart. 
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Question: Please provide for the record a list of all ICE contracts, grants and other transactions where work is 
performed outside of the United States in fiscal year 2008. Organize by contractor, purpose, dollar award, full 
performance value, contract start date, and contract end date. 

ANSWER: Reference attached chart. 



ICE Worked Performed Outside of United State in FY08 


1126 
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ICE Facilities and Leases 

Question: Please submit for the record, for fiscal year 2010, a chart that shows all ICE leases and facility 
occupancy. Organize information by facility address and include: the usable square footage occupied or under 
lease, the estimated 2010 rental payment for the space, and any other relevant information about the property. 

ANSWER: 

Summary: 


Type of Property 

Total Rentable 
Square Footage 

FY 2009 Annualized Rent 

ICE's Direct Leases 

| N/A ** 1 

i $ 

3,805,511.90 

ICE’s GSA Leased Facilities 


B 

203,683,090.00 

Total ICE Portfolio 

; ... 

Ll 

207,488,601.90 


** Most ICE direct leases are for antennae towers/siles, etc and there is no square footage associated with them. 
According to the Federal Real Property Profile (FRPP) guidance issued by GSA, towers are accounted for as 
type: structure (40) and unit of measure one (1) each. 


Details: ICE’s Direct Leases 




Box MTN Repeater 

$ 

5,694.00 

Jason Richards 

$ 

12,409.92 

B acton Hill Tower 

$ 

11,681.28 

Middle Island NY 

$ 

28,472.88 

Goodwin Crest Bldg Repeater 

$ 

7,592.76 

Cheaha Repeater 

$ 

7.592.76 

Old Oakdale Road 

$ 

4,800.00 

Jackson Tower Site 

$ 

18,787.68 

4800 Borardwalk 

$ 

8,378.76 

Windham Repeater 

$ 

6,718.68 

East Amwell Repealer 

$ 

11,681.28 

Finchville Guymard Turnpike 

$ 

7,632.12 

Peck Hill Road 

JOHNSTON, RI 

$ 

14,932.20 

Washington Repeater 

$ 

3,600.00 

Mount Washington 

$ 

12,403.44 

Ledyard Tower 

$ 

9,853.68 

Havre De Grace, MD 

$ 

12,785.40 

Constellation Ctr Oxen Hill 

$ 

11,144.04 

Pharis Broadcasting 

$ 

4,800.00 

Carters Mountain 

S 

13,961.76 

200 Park Ave 

$ 

50,430.60 

Post Of Houston 

$ 

10,805.16 

Cornell Companies, Inc 

$ 

65,681.88 

San Bruno Mountain 

$ 

12,979.20 

Hospital Buen 

$ 

5,778.00 
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Direct Lease - Site Name 


Pinelog Mountain Site 


Fayette County EMS 


Independent Hill Prince WilliamVA 


Top of Stone Mountain 


Gunn Mountain Communication 


One Beacon Street 


Bigbie/ Derst Tower 


Sugar Creek 

Ram Tech Building 


Uncanoonuc Summit Road 


Seaside Farms / Frogmore 


Nobscott Hill Repeater 


Park Place Condo Repeater 

2 Blue Mm Trail Summerdale 

Deercliff 


Bald Mountain /Clarks Summit 


Parkchester Condo 

PSFS ~~ 


Cathedral 

Cainhoy Repeater 


Mount Beacon / Fishkill NY 


Chemical Bank/277 Park Ave 


I WHRO TV 


CFW Richmond VA 


Bull Run Mountain 


Wauka Mountain 


Freehold Repeater 


Armstrong Field Tower 


ECHO ONE /Crane Ave 

Euclid & Erie Streets 

Ruan Repeater 

John Hancock Tower 

MT. Pleasant Repeater 


Windham Repeater 

Cedar Rapids Repeater 


Finchville Guymard Turnpike 


Bordeaux Mountain 


Mount Welcome 


Sandy Point 


TuTu WintbergPeak 

Peterborg 

CACI Technology Insights, Inc 


Mt Lukens Repeater Site 

Spectra Site Communication 

Long Oak Tower 


Travis County, Tx 


Reeves HP 


Annualized Costs 


$ 6,332.28 


$ 7,303.56 


$ 10,501.92 


11,240.16 


11,640.00 


5,583.60 


3,648.48 


8,935.92 


5,743.32 

6,332.16 


0 


$ 30,250.92 


$ 


$ 6,079.92 


$ 24,200.76 


$ 


18.000.00 


$ 4,091.04 

$ 26,000.04 

$ 3,300.00 


$ 14,3 

$ 6,0 
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Direct Lease - Site Name 


Springfield LTD 

200 Wildwood Drive 

100 North Broadway 

Port Neches Repeater Site 

Hillsboro Repeater Site 

Lewisville Road 

Preston Repeater 

La Grange Repeater Site 

Allied Repeater Site 

Ardmore Repeater 

Hitchcock Repeater Site 

Enid Repeater Site 

Bank Four Repeater Site 
Woodland Repeater Site 

Jim Ned Lookout, TX 

PAK Harris Enterprises, LTD 
Veterans Of Foreign Wars 

Salt Lake City UT 

Omaha Nebraska 

St Louis MO 

Arden Hills 

Salt Lake City LIT 

105 Murphy Lake RDD 

105 Murphy Lake RDD 

105 Murphy Lake RDD 

City Of Jolet 

Sioux City Repeater 

Cheyenne Repeater 

Glogal Signal 

Cumulus Broadcasting LLC 

Mt. Morrison 

Mount Scott Repeater Site 

Kelso Antenna 

Portland Anntenna 

Three Sister Antenna 

Santiago Peak 

Mount Lukens 

Adelaide Anntenna 

Laguna Peak 

Sunset Peak Antenna 

Sulphur Antenna 

Oat Mountain Antenna 

Snow Peak Antenna 

Inglewood Communication 

Quartzite Repeater 

Gibralter RD 

San Pedro Processing 
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Direct Lease - Site Name 

Annualized Costs 1 

Port Of Houston Authority 

$ 

10,805.16 

1 1th & 12th Floor Santurce, PR 

$ 

1,695,774.00 

Penthouse, Santurce, PR 

$ 

390,000.00 

Hospital Buen Samaritano 

$ 

5,778.00 

Bo. Portugues, Ponce 

$ 

4,800.00 

Bo Quebrado, Fajardo 

$ 


M Brad Bennett Inc 

$ 

fgggggg|j|H 

City Of San Angelo 

$ 

9,624.96 

Assoc Empleados Del Ela 

$ 

2,400.00 

AT&T OF Virgin Island 

$ 

4,800.00 

Univison Radio (WKAQ-FM) 

$ 

9,600.00 

Virgin Islands Public Televisions 

$ 

6,240.00 

Monroe Co Sheriffs OFC 

$ 

47,921.76 

Cerro Punta & Monte del Estado 

$ 

9,600.00 

Hospital Episcopal/Cristo 

$ 

3,600.00 

San Pedro Processing Center 

$ 

43,464.00 

Creedmore Psych Ctr Queen NY 

$ 

3,000.00 

Operation BLDG Site C 

$ 

500.00 

URI Campus Exeter 

$ 

821.14 

Lyons Peak In San Diego County 

$ 

1,954.00 

Eagle Pass Texas 

$ 

500.00 

Squak Mountain Microwave Radio 

$ 

gw 

American Tower Systems LP 


«im 

Woodland Repeater Site 

$ 

9,448.84 

Total Direct Lease Annualized 

Costs 

$ 3,805,511.90 


Details: ICE's GSA Leased Facilities 


i Street Address 

Data 

Total 

# 2 Main Street 

Sum of Rentable SF 

3,061 


Sunt of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

3 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$80,826 

#7 3rd Street Se 

Sum of Rentable SF 

3,564 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

4 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$57,800 

0100 Midland Ave Ste210 

Sum of Rentable SF 

6,960 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

5 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$256,128 

1 Bowling Green 

Sum of Rentable SF 

2,461 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$74,247 

1 Clinton Ave 

Sum of Rentable SF 

3,788 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

4 
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Street Address 

Data 

Total f 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

6 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$94,928 

1 Federal Drive 

Sum of Rentable SF 



Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

8 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$10,560 

10 Causeway Street 

Sum of Rentable SF 

20,41 1 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

7 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

' - 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$744,729 

10 New England Executive Park 

Sum of Rentable SF 

42,225 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

126 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 


100 Alabama St. Sw 

Sum of Rentable SF 



Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 



Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

1 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

mmmm 

100 Centennial Mall No 

Sum of Rentable SF 

318 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

1 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$5,248 

100 EB St 

Sum of Rentable SF 

4,059 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

6 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

2 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$41,085 

100E. Capitol Street 

Sum of Rentable SF 

0 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

13 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$10,716 

100 E. Fifth St. 

Sum of Rentable SF 

657 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$8,202 

100 Interstate Corporate Center 

Sum of Rentable SF 

5,195 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$169,341 

100 Middle Street 

Sum of Rentable SF 

1,735 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

1 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

2 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$60,125 

100 NE Monroe 

Sum of Rentable SF 

965 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$10,027 

100 N. Wilkes BarreBlvd 

Sum of Rentable SF 

208 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$4,633 

100 South Clinton St. 

Sum of Rentable SF 

1,038 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

2 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$22,765 
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Street Address 

Data 

Total ! 

100 W Capitol 

Sum of Rentable SF 

1,607 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 



Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$26,417 

100 W, Oglethorpe 

Sum of Rentable SF 



Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

• - 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$5,107 

1000 2nd Avenue 

Sum of Rentable SF 

37,814 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

86 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$1,874,350 

1000 Liberty Ave 

Sum of Rentable SF 

1,780 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- . 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$43,850 

1002 Wood Street 

Sum of Rentable SF 

0 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

16 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$21,842 

1009 Cass 

Sum of Rentable SF 

0 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

87 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$197,220 

101 Fue Follet 

Sum of Rentable SF 

3,258 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

6 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$100,243 

1010 East Whatley Road 

Sum of Rentable SF 

24,107 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

56 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$496,352 

1011 Western Avenue 

Sum of Rentable SF 

0 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

13 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$37,557 

10127 Morocco 

Sum of Rentable SF 

12,075 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

13 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

21 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$242,799 

1013 Morgantown Road 

Sum of Rentable SF 

4,814 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

17 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$141,334 

1029 W. Third Ave. Ste. 105 

Sum of Rentable SF 

5,547 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

14 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$169, Q61 

1040 Gambell 

Sum of Rentable SF 

6,857 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

11 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$143,512 

106 Paint Rock St 

Sum of Rentable SF 

4,721 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 









1133 


Street Address 

Data 

Total | 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$76,718 

10720 Richmond Hwy 

Sum of Rentable SF 

18,979 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of T otal Rent Amount 

$338,652 

108 Heman Cortez 

Sum of Rentable SF 

7,740 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

' - 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$345,132 

1086 Troy-Schenectady Road 

Sum of Rentable SF 

11,691 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

13 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$435,344 

109 Shiloh Drive 

Sum of Rentable SF 

20,604 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

75 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 



Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$484,950 

109 South Highland 

Sum of Rentable SF 

422 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$5,188 

10th St & Georgia Ave 

Sum of Rentable SF 

1,101 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

1 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$11,747 

1 1 Elmwood Ave 

Sum of Rentable SF 

4,266 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

9 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$90,416 

110 East Park Avenue 

Sum of Rentable SF 

4,319 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

4 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$87,294 

110 Michigan Street Nw 

Sum of Rentable SF 

325 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

2 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 



Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$8,473 

1100 Commerce Street 

Sum of Rentable SF 

0 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

1 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$1,560 

1100 Poydras Street 

Sum of Rentable SF 

4,353 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

5 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

-• 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$126,369 

1 1 00 Richland Street 

Sum of Rentable SF 

0 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

3 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$1,980 

11000 Wilshire Boulevard 

Sum of Rentable SF 

1,151 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$43,587 
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Street Address 

Data 

Total j 

111 S. 10th Street 

Sum of Rentable SF 

6,813 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

10 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$187,980 

111 South 18th Plaza 

Sum of Rentable SF 

1,840 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

2 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$33,632 

1111 Jackson Street 

Sum of Rentable SF 

4,759 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

7 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 


1114 Commerce Street 

Sum of Rentable SF 

8,360 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

• - 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 


11226 Nw 20th Street 

Sum of Rentable SF 

73,853 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

395 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$2,732,094 

1 1320 Random Hills Road 

Sum of Rentable SF 

38,920 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

69 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

5 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$1,545,786 

1185 S. Vinnell Way 

Sum of Rentable SF 

22,376 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

32 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

42 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$812,378 

119 W. Naylor Mill Rd 

Sum of Rentable SF 

12,535 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

6 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$240,438 

12 Kelleran Street 

Sum of Rentable SF 

4,596 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$72,497 

12 Victoria Lane 

Sum of Rentable SF 

20 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$161 

120 Montgomery 

Sum of Rentable SF 

19,924 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$838,732 

1200 Sixth Avenue 

Sum of Rentable SF 

98 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$6,563 

1201 North 47th Street 

Sum of Rentable SF 

5,580 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

5 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 


1205 Texas 

Sum of Rentable SF 

5,242 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 
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Street Address 

Data 

Total ! 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

5 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$55,649 

1220 L Street Nw 

Sum of Rentable SF 

14,606 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

1 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$554,781 

1220 Sw Third Avenue 

Sum of Rentable SF 

10,861 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

28 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$265,024 

1220 Sw Third Avenue 

Sum of Rentable SF 

710 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

2 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$17,661 

1222 Spruce 

Sum of Rentable SF 

14,025 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

38 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$211,715 

124 Barnard Street 

Sum of Rentable SF 

497 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

2 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$12,445 

1240 E Ninth Street 

Sum of Rentable SF 

25,530 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

48 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$473,823 

1 244 Speer Blvd 

Sum of Rentable SF 

135 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$2,470 

125 E. Carpenter Frwy 

Sum of Rentable SF 

42,274 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

130 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

27 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$1,286,659 

125 Market Street 

Sum of Rentable SF 

163 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

2 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$4,114 

125 S State St 

Sum of Rentable SF 

5,093 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

3 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

2 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$86,234 

125 South 2nd Street 

Sum of Rentable SF 

0 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

65 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$133,953 

1250 Poydras Street 

Sum of Rentable SF 

53,579 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

132 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

11 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$1,162,498 

12500 Tukwila Intemat'l Blvd 

Sum of Rentable SF 

48.933 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

42 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


S um of T otal Rent Amount 

$2,573,257 
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Street Address, 

Data 

Total | 

126 North Point 

Sum of Rentable SF 

57,556 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 



Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

663 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$973,595 

130 South Elmwood 

Sum of Rentable SF 

1,886 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

4 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$49,572 

130 West Kingsbridge Road ** 

Sum of Rentable SF 

0 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 



Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$1,978 

1 300 Matamoros Ave 

Sum of Rentable SF 

255 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$2,871 

1300 Mcdaniel Drive 

Sum of Rentable SF 

2,190 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

3 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$68,477 

1300 Penn Ave Nw 

Sum of Rentable SF 

4,138 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$203,433 

1301 Clay St 

Sum of Rentable SF 

3,902 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

4 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$119,164 

131 South Westover Boulevard 

Sum of Rentable SF 

4,020 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

16 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$91,756 

135 High St 

Sum of Rentable SF 

601 

» 

Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$10,265 

1351 Corporate Blvd 

Sum of Rentable SF 

5,665 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

11 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

13 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$180,739 

138 Delaware Ave 

Sum of Rentable SF 

32,653 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

23 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$1,110,800 

13923 Gold Circle 

Sum of Rentable SF 

7,232 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

22 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$195,280 

140 Center West Ct. 

Sum of Rentable SF 

7,977 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

47 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$233,861 

140 W Flagler St 

Sum of Rentable SF 

0 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

15 
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Street Address 

Data 

Total 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$13,148 

1400 Pierce Street 

Sum of Rentable SF 

7,975 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

4 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

7 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$152,833 

1401 Manatee Avenue Wes 

Sum of Rentable SF 

2,195 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

8 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$44,129 

1408 East Court Ave 

Sum of Rentable SF 

315 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 



Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$8,970 

14090 Airport Road 

Sum of Rentable SF 

9,323 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$230,284 

1420 Mariposa Rd 

Sum of Rentable SF 

11,450 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

42 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$255,529 

142-D W Phillips Rd 

Sum of Rentable SF 

3,346 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

4 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$96,309 

1460 Prudential Drive 

Sum of Rentable SF 

33,241 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

195 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$763,441 

150 Carlos E Chardon Street 

Sum of Rentable SF 

4,738 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

17 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$187,491 

150 Court St 

Sum of Rentable SF 

8,724 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

12 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$222,071 

1 500 Broadway 

Sum of Rentable SF 

29,428 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

65 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$1,419,368 

1500 E Bannister Rd 

Sum of Rentable SF 

2,098 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$27,058 

15 1 Patton Avenue 

Sum of Rentable SF 

654 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

1 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$12,411 

1510 Roosevelt Ave. 

Sum of Rentable SF 

2,012 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

4 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

' - 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$79,842 













1138 


Street Address 

Data 

Total | 

1525 Wilson Blvd 

Sum of Rentable SF 

13,898 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

2 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$516,325 

154 Waianuenue Ave 

Sum of Rentable SF 

208 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

1 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$4,068 

1545 Hawkins Blvd 

Sum of Rentable SF 

14,766 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

17 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$452,620 

159 Pioneer Rd 

Sum of Rentable SF 

4,700 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$57,543 

1600Callowhill St 

Sum of Rentable SF 

43,609 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

75 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$2,078,003 

1603 Larch St 

Sum of Rentable SF 

755 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

1 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$12,563 

1645 South 101st East Avenue 

Sum of Rentable SF 

582 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$12,699 

1 66 Sycamore Street 

Sum of Rentable SF 

28,566 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

1 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$786,436 

1675 Samco Rd 

Sum of Rentable SF 

1,466 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

3 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$11,765 

170 Meeting Street 

Sum of Rentable SF 

5,997 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

3 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$138,126 

1 70 North High St 

Sum of Rentable SF 

4,138 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 



Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$111,099 

1701 W. Business Hwy 83 

Sum of Rentable SF 

15,897 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

32 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$325,037 

1710 Columbus Drive 

Sum of Rentable SF 

8,919 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

3 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

85 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$142,839 

1716 Spielbusch Ave 

Sunt of Rentable SF 

322 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 
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Street Address 

Data 

Total | 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

1 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$4,498 

1717 Avenue H 

Sum of Rentable SF 

50,132 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

71 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

70 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$1,515,542 

1717 Zoy Street 

Sum of Rentable SF 

67,991 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

293 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 


1720 Randolph Rd Se 

Sum of Rentable SF 

26,649 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

50 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 


175 Pike County Boulevard 

Sum of Rentable SF 

3,730 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 


1755 E Plumb Lane 

Sum of Rentable SF 

2,753 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

4 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$54,848 

176 Gannett Drive 

Sum of Rentable SF 

7,812 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

38 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$212,820 

1780 Wehrle Drive 

Sum of Rentable SF 

7,920 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

36 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$161,622 

1793 West 1250 South 

Sum of Rentable SF 

5,000 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

10 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

4 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$140,887 

180 East Fifth Street 

Sum of Rentable SF 

371 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$4,916 

1 80 West Broadway 

Sum of Rentable SF 

0 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

30 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$152,154 

1800 5th AveN 

Sum of Rentable SF 

552 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

1 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$8,216 

1800 Paredes Line Rd 

Sum of Rentable SF 

8,950 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

36 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$164,309 

1801 California Street ** 

Sum of Rentable SF 

0 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$2,710 
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Street Address 

Data 

Total 1 

1820 El 7th St 

Sum of Rentable SF 

1,919 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

2 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$50,749 

1835 Assembly Street 

Sum of Rentable SF 

4,882 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

7 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$74,586 

18441 Nw2ndAve 

Sum of Rentable SF 



Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- - 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$64,385 

185 W F Street 

Sum of Rentable SF 

46,258 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

59 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$1,539,455 

1887 Monterey Road 

Sum of Rentable SF 

7,874 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

53 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$213,746 

1900 Half Street 

Sum of Rentable SF 

74,183 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

263 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

4 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$3,105,563 

1901 Hwy 360 

Sum of Rentable SF 

30,005 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

10 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

41 


Sum of T otal Rent Amount 

$650,412 

1919 Smith St 

Sum of Rentable SF 

4,048 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

6 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$99,001 

1921 State Street 

Sum of Rentable SF 

5,360 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

5 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$82,725 

1961 Stout St 

Sum of Rentable SF 

2,778 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 



Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

• _ 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$44,078 

198 Dyer St 

Sum of Rentable SF 

6,177 


Sum of Smictured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

4 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$234,895 

2 Princess St. 

Sum of Rentable SF 

280 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

1 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$4,147 

200 Chestnut Street 

Sum of Rentable SF 

73,862 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

17 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

21 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$1,478,171 

200 E Broadway 

Sum of Rentable SF 

690 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 
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Street Address 

Bata 

Total 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 



Sum of Total Rent Amount 


200 Federal Plaza 

Sum of Rentable SF 

158 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$3,258 

200 Granby Street 

Sum of Rentable SF 

9,620 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

22 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$176,305 

200 N High St 

Sum of Rentable SF 

1,518 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

17 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$52,141 

200 Nw 5th Street 

Sum of Rentable SF 

0 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

2 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$2,520 

2000 Main Street 

Sum of Rentable SF 

8,418 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

25 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$51,376 

2000 North Roosevelt Blvd 

Sum of Rentable SF 

11,305 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

20 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

10 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$1,009,758 

2000 South 25th Street 

Sum of Rentable SF 

0 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

40 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$21,982 

2009 W. Jefferson 

Sum of Rentable SF 

226 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

1 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$7,231 

201 Cleveland Ave 

Sum of Rentable SF 

598 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 



Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$4,854 

201 Varick Street 

Sum of Rentable SF 

141,780 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

2 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$5,388,607 

2012 15th Street 

Sum of Rentable SF 

256 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

2 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$4,570 

202 East Washington 

Sum of Rentable SF 

464 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$5,679 

202 Harlow St 

Sum of Rentable SF 

1,227 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 



Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$15,469 
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Street Address 

Data 

Total 1 

202 Metroplex Blvd. 

Sum of Rentable SF 

17,663 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

17 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

34 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$669,485 

202 Nw Graham Road 

Sum of Rentable SF 

401 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$1,893 

203-209 Centre Street 

Sum of Rentable SF 

0 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

20 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$126,202 

2035 N. Central Avenue 

Sum of Rentable SF 

26,509 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

52 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$1,044,953 

207 Grandview Dr. 

Sum of Rentable SF 

5,574 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 



Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$107,355 

210 Franklin Rd Sw 

Sum of Rentable SF 

611 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

2 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$11,408 

210 Kanawha Blvd 

Sum of Rentable SF 

3,832 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$125,452 

210 Walnut St 

Sum of Rentable SF 

7,283 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

. - 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

15 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$107,426 

211 E 7th Ave 

Sum of Rentable SF 

1,467 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

3 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$26,579 

2110 First St. 

Sum of Rentable SF 

371 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

1 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$6,127 

2110 Stein Drive 

Sum of Rentable SF 

4,853 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$240,082 

212 North Wahsatch 

Sum of Rentable SF 

624 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

2 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$13,095 

212 Third Ave South 

Sum of Rentable SF 

160 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

1 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$2,979 

2120 Capitol Ave 

Sum of Rentable SF 

259 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

1 
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Street Address 

Data 

Total j 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

1 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$4,926 

217 West King Street 

Sum of Rentable SF 

476 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

1 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$6,857 

219 S. Dearborn 

Sum of Rentable SF 

2,511 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$69,592 

220 E Rosser Ave 

Sum of Rentable SF 

320 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$3,105 

2203 N Lois Avenue 

Sum of Rentable SF 

38,699 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

88 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

27 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$898,487 

221 W Ferguson Street 

Sum of Rentable SF 

0 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

1 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$510 

222 No. Sepulveda Blvd. 

Sum of Rentable SF 

7,990 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

35 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$291,512 

222 W 7th Ave 

Sum of Rentable SF 

1,243 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

7 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 



Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$44,358 

222 West 8th Ave 

Sum of Rentable SF 

246 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$5,783 

224 S Boulder Avenue 

Sum of Rentable SF 

850 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 



Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$9,227 

2255 Neils Bohr Ct. 

Sum of Rentable SF 

5,813 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

10 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$220,399 

22685 Holiday Park Drive 

Sum of Rentable SF 

15,785 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

40 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$523,822 

228 Walnut Street 

Sum of Rentable SF 

655 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

1 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$11,914 

2297 Niels Bohr Court 

Sum of Rentable SF 

12.644 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

40 


Sum of T otal Rent Amount 

$524,688 
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Street Address 

Data 

Total ! 

230 N First Ave 

Sum of Rentable SF 

4,320 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

■ - 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

7 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$93,335 

230 S. Dearborn Street 

Sum of Rentable SF 

21,591 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

1 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- - 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 


2302 Martin Street # 300 & 350 

Sum of Rentable SF 

5,346 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

25 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$169,637 

231 W Lafayette 

Sum of Rentable SF 

265 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- • 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$3,677 

2320 Labranch Street 

Sum of Rentable SF 

4,461 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

2 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$74,188 

2334 E. Highway SO 

Sum of Rentable SF 

16,151 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

37 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$612,523 

234 Goodwin Crest Drive 

Sum of Rentable SF 

9,328 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

18 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$226,737 

2340 Des Plaines River Road 

Sum of Rentable SF 

7,656 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

1 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

22 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$186,644 

24000 Avila Road 

Sum of Reutable SF 

11,219 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 



Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$228,152 

2401 West Old Route 66 

Sum of Rentable SF 

7,000 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

26 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$210,685 

2409 La Brucherie Rd 

Sum of Rentable SF 

5,577 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

5 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$190,956 

2417 La Brucherie Road 

Sum of Rentable SF 

6,149 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

22 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$192,878 

247 Venture Circle 

Sum of Rentable SF 

4,911 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

49 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$172,643 

2487 South 1620 West 

Sum of Rentable SF 

5,400 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

2 
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Street Address 

Data 

Total ! 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

4 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$143,939 

2496 Addison Ave East 

Sum of Rentable SF 

2,806 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

6 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$45,890 

25 McCarthy Drive 

Sum of Rentable SF 

1,100 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

2 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$23,940 

2500 Paseo Int'l - Otay 

Sum of Rentable SF 

2,339 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$34,809 

2500 Tulare Street 

Sum of Rentable SF 

1,161 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

1 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

" 1 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$34,971 

2502 Clark Carr Loop 

Sum of Rentable SF 

1,265 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

2 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$16,941 

251 N Main Street 

Sum of Rentable SF 

4,313 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

8 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$77,038 

255 Columbia Tpk 

Sum of Rentable SF 

115 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$2,675 

255 East Temple Street 

Sum of Rentable SF 

5,230 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

248 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$750,948 

26 Federal Plaza 

Sum of Rentable SF 

157,503 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

83 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

7 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$6,548,280 

263 Neff Avenue 

Sum of Rentable SF 

5,315 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

5 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$133,171 

2675 Prosperity Ave 

Sum of Rentable SF 

46,177 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

119 ■ 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

2 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$1,500,975 

2701 C St Sw 

Sum of Rentable SF 

327 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- • 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$1,425 

271 W. 3rd Street North 

Sum of Rentable SF 

6.633 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

13 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$58,883 
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Street Address 

Data 

Total ! 

275 Chestnut Street 

Sum of Rentable SF 

1,375 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

2 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 



Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$28,457 

280 Main Street 

Sum of Rentable SF 

2,200 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

12 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$47,818 

280 South 1st Street 

Sum of Rentable SF 

6,759 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

1 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

3 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$129,411 

2800 Skyway Drive 

Sum of Rentable SF 

10,467 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

8 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$194,706 

2861 Stanton Ave 

Sum of Rentable SF 

4,800 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

7 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$119,380 

2887 North Point Circle 

Sum of Rentable SF 

4,809 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

14 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$150,784 

29 Pearl Street 

Sum of Rentable SF 

4,970 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

9 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rem Amount 

$79,348 

290 Broadway Nyc Ny 

Sum of Rentable SF 

2,839 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$143,805 

2900 Fourth Ave N 

Sum of Rentable SF 

432 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$7,050 

2901 Metro Drive 

Sum of Rentable SF 

26.237 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

53 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$506,937 

296-320 Mulberry Street 

Sum of Rentable SF 

0 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

90 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$203,319 

299 Broward 3rd Ave 

Sum of Rentable SF 

8,594 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

4 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$216,976 

300 Ala Moana Blvd 

Sum of Rentable SF 

10,518 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

25 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces, 

3 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$322,848 

300 Booth St 

Sum of Rentable SF 

1,211 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 
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Street Address 

Data 

Total j 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

2 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$18,277 

300 E 8th St 

Sum of Rentable SF 

3,259 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

5 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$108,787 

300 E 8th Street 

Sum of Rentable SF 

8,434 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

19 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$210,016 

300 Fayetteville St 

Sum of Rentable SF 

3,366 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$42,565 

300 North Los Angeles Street 

Sum of Rentable SF 

90,976 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

12 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 


300 S 4th St 

Sum of Rentable SF 

0 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

1 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$2,460 

300 S. Main Street 

Sum of Rentable SF 

934 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$10,628 

300 Virginia Street East 

Sum of Rentable SF 

583 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

1 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$16,199 

300 West Congress 

Sum of Rentable SF 

958 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

2 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$17,411 

3000 Sidney Street 

Sum of Rentable SF 

21,391 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

20 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

12 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$884,467 

3003 Bennett Drive 

Sum of Rentable SF 

6,625 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

40 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$66,168 

301 East Virginia 

Sum of Rentable SF 

6,572 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

20 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

5 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$187,433 

301 North Main Street 

Sum of Rentable SF 

4,349 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

11 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$81,111 

301 Nw 6th Street 

Sum of Rentable SF 

3,308 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$91,218 
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Street Address 

Data 

Total 

301 S Howes St 

Sum of Rentable SF 

4,202 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

10 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$66,395 

301 Wendell Way 

Sum of Rentable SF 

4,820 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

17 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$142,317 

301 Yakima Street 

Sum of Rentable SF 

4,501 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

2 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$61,664 

3010 N. 2nd Street 

Sum of Rentable SF 

7,163 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

28 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$208,600 

305 Center Street Suite 1 

Sum of Rentable SF 

1,725 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 



Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

2 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$39,366 

305 Main Street 

Sum of Rentable SF 



Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 



Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 



Sum of Total Rent Amount 


308 W 21st St 

Sum of Rentable SF 

4,323 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

6 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$67,135 

31 Hopkins Plaza 

Sum of Rentable SF 

40,599 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

35 


Sunt of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$497,021 

310 East Knapp 

Sum of Rentable SF 

17,909 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

6 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 



Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$841,726 

310 New Bern Ave 

Sum of Rentable SF 

1,331 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

2 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$22,976 

315 Eugene 

Sum of Rentable SF 

5,372 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

10 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$111,547 

315 W Allegan 

Sum of Rentable SF 

159 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 



Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$2,175 

316 North 26th Street 

Sum of Rentable SF 

2,451 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

1 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$28,274 

320 N Main 

Sum of Rentable SF 

846 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 





















1149 


Street Address 

Data 

Total 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 



Sum of Total Rent Amount 


32125 32nd Avenue South 

Sum of Rentable SF 

33,459 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

26 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

45 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$1,144,630 

322 Knapp Boulevard 

Sum of Rentable SF 

2,221 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

7 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 


324 25th St 

Sum of Rentable SF 

1,112 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

1 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 


324 Prosperity Drive 

Sum of Rentable SF 

4,853 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

6 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 


32920 American Ave 

Sum of Rentable SF 

2,540 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

3 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$56,494 

330 2nd Avenue South 

Sum of Rentable SF 

6,833 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

13 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$198,125 

332 Broadway 

Sum of Rentable SF 

0 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

140 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$89,880 

333 Las Vegas Boulevard South 

Sum of Rentable SF 

0 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

2 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$960 

333 Mt Elliott 

Sum of Rentable SF 

782 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

20 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

20 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$36,621 

333 Mt Elliott St 

Sum of Rentable SF 

20,346 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

63 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$205,606 

333 South Miami Avenue 

Sum of Rentable SF 

41,414 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 



Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$1,312,845 

333 Sw First Ave 

S um of Rentable SF 

202 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$5,516 

333 Waterman 

Sum of Rentable SF 

7.315 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

30 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$220,152 
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Street Address 

Data 

Total | 

3345 Pepper Lane 

Sum of Rentable SF 

10,009 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

33 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$361,969 

3373 Pepper Lne 

Sum of Rentable SF 

13,812 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

13 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$267,152 

3375 Pepper Lane 

Sum of Rentable SF 

5,390 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

5 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

4 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$161,484 

339 Broadway St 

Sum of Rentable SF 

469 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

1 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$5,187 

34 Civic Center Plaza 

Sum of Rentable SF 

40,119 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

19 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

2 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$1,089,575 

3403 1 Oth Street 

Sum of Rentable SF 

5,040 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

18 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$190,110 

350 Magnolia 

Sum of Rentable SF 

3,750 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

13 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$68,117 

350 N.W. 215th Street ** 

Sum of Rentable SF 

0 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$1,537 

355 Hancock Avenue 

Sum of Rentable SF 

231 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

5 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$3,445 

360 E Second Street 

Sum of Rentable SF 

16,851 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

53 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

15 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$520,405 

3625 Nw 56th Street 

Sum of Rentable SF 

4,450 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$72,074 

365 Canal Street 

Sum of Rentable SF 

248 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

* 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 



Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$4,683 

3700 Arco Corporate Drive 

Sum of Rentable SF 

10,120 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

-■ 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

40 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$199,062 

37 1 5 International Way 

Sum of Rentable SF 

6,780 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 
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Street Address 

Data 

Total 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

31 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$196,721 

380 Westminster Mall 

Sum of Rentable SF 

1,742 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

2 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$41,853 

3800 Arco Corporate Dr. 

Sum of Rentable SF 

1,898 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$44,746 

3809 Airport Drive Plaza 

Sum of Rentable SF 

4,858 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

10 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$101,815 

389 North Industrial Road 

Sum of Rentable SF 

5,020 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

5 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$129,786 

3900 Vet Memorial Hwy 

Sum of Rentable SF 

7,589 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

37 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$180,477 

391 Hemsted Drive 

Sum of Rentable SF 

3,650 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

5 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$76,860 

3911 Pico Ave 

Sum of Rentable SF 

8,320 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

25 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$122,553 

40 Ne Loop 410 

Sum of Rentable SF 

6,767 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

15 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$169,332 

40 S. Gay Street 

Sum of Rentable SF 

31,282 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

58 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$596,799 

40 Western Ave 

Sum of Rentable SF 

1,083 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

1 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$16,386 

400 Meridian Street 

Sum of Rentable SF 



Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 



Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 



Sum of Total Rent Amount 


400 N Eighth St 

Sum of Rentable SF 

gae wmn\ i ■ 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

1 HI 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 



Sum of Total Rent Amount 

*11 

400 North 5th Street 

Sum of Rentable SF 



Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

50 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$651,630 















1152 


Street Address 

Data 

Total 1 

400 Rt S 

Sum of Rentable SF 

1,633 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

6 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

SI 04,839 

400 Texas Street 

Sum of Rentable SF 

4,250 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

13 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$86,913 

400 West Bay St 

Sum of Rentable SF 

1,110 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

1 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$20,593 

4002 Lincoln Drive West 

Sum of Rentable SF 

12,248 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

30 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$261,036 

401 First Street S.E. 

Sum of Rentable SF 

6,440 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

12 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$107,213 

401 Market Street 

Sum of Rentable SF 

362 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

2 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$8,336 

401 N Market St 

Sum of Rentable SF 

566 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

2 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$7,489 

401 Texas 

Sum of Rentable SF 

0 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

5 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$7,320 

401 West A Street 

Sum of Rentable SF 

2,846 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$104,406 

401 West 3rd Street 

Sum of Rentable SF 

6,865 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

2 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

2 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$184,569 

401 West Central Blvd. 

Sum of Rentable SF 

0 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

4 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$3,744 

401-403 S. Salina St 

Sum of Rentable SF 

1.438 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

1 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$19,587 

402 East State Street 

Sum of Rentable SF 

894 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

. 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 



Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$16,204 

403 Vandiver 

Sum of Rentable SF 

359 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 

















1153 


1 Street Address 

Data 

Total 1 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

1 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$6,582 

406 Q Lippincott Drive 

Sum of Rentable SF 

7,218 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of T otal Rent Amount 

$227,721 

408 Atlantic Av 

Sum of Rentable SF 

1,197 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$30,599 

41 N. 4th Street 

Sum of Rentable SF 

2,009 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

3 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$65,120 

410 West Michigan Ave 

Sum of Rentable SF 

728 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

• - 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$5,307 

4100 North Mulberry Drive 

Sum of Rentable SF 

5,703 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

7 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$143,215 

4121 Southpoint Boulevard 

Sum of Rentable SF 

7,733 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

7 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$208,873 

4141 N Sam Houston 

Sum of Rentable SF 

31,384 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

125 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$556,996 

417 East Chestnut Ave 

Sum of Rentable SF 

6,934 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

14 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$129,913 

4191 N. Mesa 

Sum of Rentable SF 

42,504 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 



Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$1,026,593 

425 Juliana Street 

Sum of Rentable SF 

285 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

1 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$5,290 

4300 Goodfellow 

Sum of Rentable SF 

2,228 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 



Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$16,121 

4400 Sw 44th St 

Sum of Rentable SF 

23,989 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

20 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$645,310 

440 1 Belle Oaks Drive 

Sum of Rentable SF 

12,107 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

6 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$286,779 













1154 


Street Address 

Data 

Total | 

444 S.E. Quincy 

Sum of Rentable SF 

404 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

2 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$7,278 

45 Ne Loop 410 

Sum of Rentable SF 

10,433 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

23 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$230,502 

450 Golden Gate Ave 

Sura of Rentable SF 

22,311 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

11 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

. 



$711,185 

450 Main St 

Sum of Rentable SF 

28,945 



24 



- 



$536,362 

450 S Federal Street 

Sum of Rentable SF 

0 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

162 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 



$683,355 

4501 E. Roosevelt Rd. 

Sum of Rentable SF 

6,042 



- 



15 



$132,113 

46 East Ohio Street 

Sum of Rentable SF 

3,055 



- 



- 



$34,537 

46 West Broadway 

Sum of Rentable SF 

4,180 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

8 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$80,382 

466 Tucker Street 

Sum of Rentable SF 



Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

3 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

8 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$86,165 

4700 Sw Council Crest Dr 

Sum of Rentable SF 



Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 



Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 



Sum of Total Rent Amount 


4720 N Oracle Road 

Sum of Rentable SF 

7,362 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

4 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

7 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$201,585 

473 Division Street 

Sum of Rentable SF 

4,738 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

10 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$124,960 

4730 Paris St. 

Sum of Rentable SF 

17.305 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$410,252 

4735 E Marginal Way S 

Sum of Rentable SF 

317 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 
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Street Address 

Data 

Total 1 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- . 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$1,512 

475 W. Broadway 

Sum of Rentable SF 

803 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$54,737 

477 Michigan Ave 

Sum of Rentable SF 

62,002 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

21 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

• - 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$1,243,230 

4790 Trade Street Suite 3 & F 

Sum of Rentable SF 

1,860 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

4 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$19,136 

4849 North Mesa 

Sum of Rentable SF 

12,084 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

12 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$330,566 

49 Park Of Commerce Boulevard 

Sum of Rentable SF 

4,318 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

21 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$111,311 

4915 South Howell Avenue 

Sum of Rentable SF 

1,275 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

2 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$29,452 

499 Nw 70th Avenue 

Sum of Rentable SF 

12,209 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

35 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$284,431 

4991 Old Greenwood Road 

Sum of Rentable SF 

6,561 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$186,668 

50 N Washington Avenue 

Sum of Rentable SF 

1.608 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$18,195 

50 West Broad Street 

Sum of Rentable SF 

3,934 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

13 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$207,602 

500 East Marshall Street 

Sum of Rentable SF 

0 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

6 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 


500 N Shoreline Dr 

Sum of Rentable SF 

6,595 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

30 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$126,306 

500 12th St Sw 

Sum of Rentable SF 

502,999 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$21,559,359 
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Street Address 

Data 

Total 

500 W 1 2th St 

Sum of Rentable SF 



Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 



Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 



Sum of Total Rent Amount 


500 Zack Street 

Sum of Rentable SF 

5,674 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$96,795 

501 Belle Street 

Sum of Rentable SF 

421 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

1 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$3,676 

501 East Polk Street 

Sum of Rentable SF 

1,080 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

6 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$26,164 

501 I Street 

Sum of Rentable SF 

163 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

“ 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$4,944 

501 S Flagler Dr 

Sum of Rentable SF 

8,839 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

21 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$339,048 

501 West Ocean Boulevard 

Sum of Rentable SF 

72,684 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

20 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

“ 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$1,489,116 

505 S. Main 

Sum of Rentable SF 

6,343 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 



Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$131,709 

505 South 2nd St 

Sum of Rentable SF 

5,891 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

25 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$180,219 

509 East Gibbs 

Sum of Rentable SF 

5,600 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$101,834 

5 1 Sw First Avenue 

Sum of Rentable SF 

5,590 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$95,141 

511 Nw Broadway 

Sum of Rentable SF 

28,655 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

43 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$383,020 

5113 Leesburg Pike 

Sum of Rentable SF 

2,994 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 



Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$92,876 

515 9th St 

Sum of Rentable SF 

595 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 
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Street Address 

Data 

Total 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

1 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$10,605 

5 1 5 Industrial Park Rd. 

Sum of Rentable SF 

5,000 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

2 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$94,376 

517 E Wisconsin Ave 

Sum of Rentable SF 

5,424 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$140,221 

520 15th St Sw 

Sum of Rentable SF 

73 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$3,490 

520 West Soledad Ave 

Sum of Rentable SF 

458 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

3 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$22,674 

5210 Belfort Rd 

Sum of Rentable SF 

9,405 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

38 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$252,628 

5219Mcpherson 

Sum of Rentable SF 

360 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$7,798 

5272 College Drive 

Sum of Rentable SF 

16,003 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

12 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$42,267 

5280 Henneman Dr. 

Sum of Rentable SF 

6,440 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

5 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$122,770 

53 Pleasant Street 

Sum of Rentable SF 

645 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

1 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$18,252 

530 Howard Street 

Sum of Rentable SF 

0 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

62 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$96,757 

5315 WHwy98 

Sum of Rentable SF 

3,043 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$35,573 

5353 Essen Lane 

Sum of Rentable SF 

3.029 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

2 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

5 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$68,141 

536 S Clark Street 

Sum of Rentable SF 

78,027 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

' 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$2,555,105 












1158 


Street Address 

Data 

Total 

540 Oak Street 

Sum of Rentable SF 



Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 



Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 



Sum of Total Rent Amount 


5400 Federal Plaza 

Sum of Rentable SF 

1,068 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

6 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$39,935 

5420 Blue Ridge Cutoff ** 

Sum of Rentable SF 

0 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$180 

5445 Dtc Parkway 

Sum of Rentable SF 

39,424 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

79 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$920,638 

55 E. Monroe St 

Sum of Rentable SF 

13,592 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$362,484 

550 Main St 

Sum of Rentable SF 

16,503 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

17 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

. 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$300,734 

550 West 'C' Street 

Sum of Rentable SF 

7,126 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

20 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$286,156 

550 West Fort St 

Sum of Rentable SF 

3,368 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

2 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$56,214 

5500 Veterans Drive 

Sum of Rentable SF 

319 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$10,833 

5500 W. Amelia Earhart Drive 

Sum of Rentable SF 

3,240 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$54,506 

5524 West Cypress St 

Sum of Rentable SF 

6,595 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

32 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$287,857 

555 Battery Street 

Sum of Rentable SF 

0 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 



Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

4 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$16,800 

560 Naches Avenue Sw Bldg C 

Sum of Rentable SF 

4,797 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

-• 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

23 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$134,335 

5600 N W 36th St 

Sum of Rentable SF 

6,689 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 
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Street Address 

Data 

Total 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- . 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$111,078 

569 S. Commercial Drive 

Sum of Rentable SF 

5,000 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

1 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

15 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$116,910 

5700 Harper Dr Ne 

Sum of Rentable SF 

5,810 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

14 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

4 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$133,743 

5726 Professional Circle 

Sum of Rentable SF 

8,419 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

30 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$150,472 

575 N Pennsylvania 

Sum of Rentable SF 

4,525 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

11 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

. - 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$88,587 

591 1~J Breckenridge Pky 

Sum of Rentable SF 

3,220 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$53,637 

595 Main Street 

Sum of Rentable SF 

103 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 



Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$1,819 

600 Arch Street 

Sum of Rentable SF 

667 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$12,789 

600 Church St 

Sum of Rentable SF 

1,510 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

1 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$11,423 

600 E Monroe Street 

Sum of Rentable SF 

4,552 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

2 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$49,088 

600 Las Vegas Blvd South 

Sum of Rentable SF 

12,170 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

25 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$271,619 

600 M.L. King Jr. Piac 

Sum of Rentable SF 

694 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

1 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$11,271 

600 World way 

Sum of Rentable SF 

273 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$10,643 

601 E 12th St 

Sum of Rentable SF 

18,544 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

11 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

11 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$298,122 








1160 


Street Address 

Data 

Total : 

601 Market Street 

Sum of Rentable SF 

0 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

11 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$27,922 

601 Rosenberg St 

Sum of Rentable SF 

5,531 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

8 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$86,934 

601 W Broadway 

Sum of Rentable SF 

12,541 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

19 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$192,755 

601 West 26th St 

Sum of Rentable SF 

199,327 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

120 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$12,530,973 

605 W 4th Avenue 

Sum of Rentable SF 

128 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

2 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$4,186 

606 S. Olive St. 

Sum of Rentable SF 

23,833 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

. 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$756,009 

610 S Canal Street 

Sum of Rentable SF 

339 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

4 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$17,004 

6130 Tyvola Centre Dr. 

Sum of Rentable SF 

18,200 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- ' 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

100 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$385,114 

618 Park Drive South 

Sum of Rentable SF 

6,045 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

17 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$252,353 

620 E. 10th Ave 

Sum of Rentable SF 

24,809 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 



Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$567,605 

620 Esplande 

Sum of Rentable SF 

4,347 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

15 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$57,772 

620 Frelinghuysen Ave 

Sum of Rentable SF 

90,594 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

164 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$2,220,849 

620 Sw Main St 

Sum of Rentable SF 

8,133 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$115,826 

630 Sansome Street 

Sum of Rentable SF 

176,586 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 
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Street Address 

Data 

Total 1 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

4 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$5,000,520 

6321 E. Alondra Blvd. 

Sum of Rentable SF 

5,398 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

58 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$142,134 

64 Grice Brook Road 

Sum of Rentable SF 

7,532 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

30 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$172,946 

6400 Sheirdan Drive 

Sum of Rentable SF 

6,865 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

10 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$150,362 

6401 Security Blvd 

Sum of Rentable SF 

1,108 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

* 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$14,731 

6431 South Country Club Road 

Sum of Rentable SF 



Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

14 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$527,227 

6451 Boeing Dr 

Sum of Rentable SF 

20,865 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

112 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$695,580 

650 Capitol Mall 

Sum of Rentable SF 

34,675 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

69 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$1,010,738 

650 Missouri Ave 

Sum of Rentable SF 

331 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$4,668 

6501 173rd Se 

Sum of Rentable SF 

0 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

2 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$448 

655 Broadway 

Sum of Rentable SF 

0 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

13 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$23,218 

655 West Rialto Avenue 

Sum of Rentable SF 

23,256 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

24 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$650,943 

657 2nd Ave N 

Sum of Rentable SF 

2,971 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

3 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$37,318 

6643 Hazeltine National Drive 

Sum of Rentable SF 

22,082 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

60 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

70 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$802,303 
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| Street &ddress . 

Dahl 

Total j 

6706 North Ninth Ave 

Sum of Rentable SF 

2,000 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 



Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$47,823 

7 Tabonuco Street 

Sum of Rentable SF 

44,031 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

112 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

■ - 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$1,851,451 

70 Kimball Avenue 

Sum of Rentable SF 

5.864 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

216 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$95,821 

700 E San Antonio 

Sum of Rentable SF 

1,598 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

20 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$41,215 

700 Grant Street 

Sum of Rentable SF 

0 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

3 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 



Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$10,476 

700 W Capitol 

Sum of Rentable SF 

1,563 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

2 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$22,525 

701 Clematis St 

Sum of Rentable SF 

301 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$5,210 

701 Market St. 

Sum of Rentable SF 

30,916 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$643,038 

702 E. Broadway 

Sum of Rentable SF 

1,185 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

1 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$37,475 

707 Florida Avenue 

Sum of Rentable SF 

270 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

■ - 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$3,372 

710 Locust Street 

Sum of Rentable SF 

499 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$7,495 

720 E San Ysidro Blvd 

Sum of Rentable SF 

3,671 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

2 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$104,766 

721 19th St 

Sum of Rentable SF 

696 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$10,554 

721 Medical Center Dr. 

Sum of Rentable SF 

5,142 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 
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Street Address 

Data 

Total 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

27 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$98,219 

733 L Street 

Sum of Rentable SF 

10,540 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- • 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

6 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$401,866 

74 N Washington Avenue 

Sum of Rentable SF 

1,068 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

4 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$15,244 

7400 N. Oracle 

Sum of Rentable SF 

25,178 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

8 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

27 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$662,111 

750 D Streeet 

Sum of Rentable SF 

356 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$20,923 

7500 Security Blvd. 

Sum of Rentable SF 

0 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

16 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$14,400 

7500 Security Boulevard 

Sum of Rentable SF 

4,145 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 



Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$80,132 

751 Daily Drive 

Sum of Rentable SF 

3,906 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

15 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$113,872 

7566 Southland Blvd 

Sum of Rentable SF 

5,827 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$109,731 

77 W. Jackson 

Sum of Rentable SF 

1,161 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

18 


Slim of Surface Parking Spaces 



Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$124,125 

77/99 Se 5th St. 

Sum of Rentable SF 

15,590 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

44 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

22 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$425,686 

770 Paseo Camarillo 

Sum of Rentable SF 

9,204 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

12 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$225,045 

7701 Steinmons 

Sum of Rentable SF 

54.689 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 



Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

9 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$1,186,748 

775 Ridgelake Blvd. 

Sum of Rentable SF 

7,707 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

14 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$190,597 
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1 Street Address 

Data 

Total 

7880 Biscayne Blvd 

Sum of Rentable SF 

27,600 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

92 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

6 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$1,570,621 

790 N Milwaukee St. 

Sum of Rentable SF 

4,433 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

8 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$125,850 

792 10th Avenue 

Sum of Rentable SF 

0 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

52 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

20 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$1,625,400 

80 Daniel St 

Sum of Rentable SF 

2,078 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

6 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$46,423 

80 N Hughey Ave 

Sum of Rentable SF 

6,755 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 



Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$125,674 

80 River Street 

Sum of Rentable SF 

9,101 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$357,762 

800 Dolorosa 

Sum of Rentable SF 

1,195 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

12 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$23,868 

800 Franklin Street 

Sum of Rentable SF 

166 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$3,161 

800 K St. N.W. 

Sum of Rentable SF 

58,113 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

• - ' 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$2,880,171 

800 N Capitol St Nw 

Sum of Rentable SF 

59,336 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

30 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$2,781,586 

800 Ponce De Leon 

Sum of Rentable SF 

50,800 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

190 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$2,117,760 

800 Truxton Ave 

Sum of Rentable SF 

28,440 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

37 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$1,475,559 

8000 Westpark Dr. 

Sum of Rentable SF 

31,721 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$1,210,162 

8008-8084 Crydn Way 

Sum of Rentable SF 

3,545 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 
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Street Address 

Data 

Total 1 


Sura of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$24,220 

801 Broadway 

Sum of Rentable SF 

3,904 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$54,955 

801 Eye St. N.W. 

Sum of Rentable SF 

76,692 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$3,810,453 

801 Filbert Street 

Sum of Rentable SF 

0 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

18 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$40,513 

801 N Florida Ave 

Sum of Rentable SF 

0 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

2 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$1,898 

801 W. Superior 

Sum of Rentable SF 

0 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

2 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$5,729 

803 Fighting Buck 

Sum of Rentable SF 

5,579 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

9 


Sum of Total Rem Amount 

$44,861 

8046 E. Main Street 

Sum of Rentable SF 

2,215 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$48,252 

808 Harrison Avenue 

Sum of Rentable SF 

14,202 


Sum of Stiuctured Parking Spaces 

. 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

25 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$286,941 

8101 Stemmons 

Sum of Rentable SF 

29,179 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

136 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$791,091 

811 Canal Street 

Sum of Rentable SF 

4,803 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$175,319 

811 Mcgavock St 

Sum of Rentable SF 

0 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

6 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

4 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$12,548 

817 Broadway 

Sum of Rentable SF 

521 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$7,715 

81 9 Taylor Street 

Sum of Rentable SF 

820 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

3 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$19,027 
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Street Address 

Data 

Total ! 

825 Jadwin Ave 

Sum of Rentable SF 

1,557 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$25,697 

8300 Dow Circle 

Sum of Rentable SF 

8,176 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

14 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 


8401 Nw 53rd Terrace 

Sum of Rentable SF 

12,993 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

35 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$301,434 

842 Virginia Run Cove 

Sum of Rentable SF 

11,017 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$270,411 

844 King Street 

Sum of Rentable SF 

265 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 



Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$4,327 

845 5th Avenue 

Sum of Rentable SF 

603 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

1 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$9,322 

85 Marconi Blvd. 

Sum of Rentable SF 

606 


Sum of Stnictured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$9,356 

850 L Street 

Sum of Rentable SF 

0 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

12 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$15,870 

855 M Street 

Sum of Rentable SF 

13,360 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

23 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$579,869 

880 Front Street 

Sum of Rentable SF 

62,557 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

132 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$2,369,777 

880 N. Reus Street 

Sum of Rentable SF 

9,454 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

19 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$310,983 

881 Main Street 

Sum of Rentable SF 

1,656 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

2 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$24,112 

8930 Four Winds Drive 

Sum of Rentable SF 

3,810 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

12 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$67,485 

8940 Four Wind Drive 

Sum of Rentable SF 

44,191 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

115 
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Street Address 

Data 

Total ; 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

204 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$471,539 

90 7th Street 

Sum of Rentable SF 

362 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

1 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$16,125 

901 St Louis 

Sum of Rentable SF 

201 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$3,657 

901 W Riverside Ave 

Sum of Rentable SF 

2,387 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

7 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$75,570 

903 San Jacinto Blvd. 

Sum of Rentable SF 

3,951 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

8 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$115,222 

909 First Ave 

Sum of Rentable SF 

9,310 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

4 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$169,199 

909 Se First Ave. 

Sum of Rentable SF 

4,191 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

25 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$123,358 

911 Ne Uth Ave 

Sum of Rentable SF 

223 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$4,693 

915 Second Ave 

Sum of Rentable SF 

5,186 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

2 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$142,092 

920 Abutment Road 

Sum of Rentable SF 

4,190 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

16 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$103,392 

920 W Riverside Avenue 

Sum of Rentable SF 

5,154 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

13 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$86,375 

9403 Tradeport Drive 

Sum of Rentable SF 

9,925 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

32 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$247,579 

9450 W. Bryn Mawr Suite 650 

Sum of Rentable SF 

10,350 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

22 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$409,442 

949 Market Street 

Sum of Rentable SF 

5,258 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

7 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

6 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$103,269 
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Strcel Address 

Data 

Total 1 

950 N. Meridian St, 

Sum of Rentable SF 

7,827 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

9 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$201,780 

970 Broad Street 

Sum of Rentable SF 

34,677 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

10 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$1,143,294 

9741 North Conant 

Sum of Rentable SF 

20,286 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

71 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$374,753 

Austin & Mcilhenny Sts. 

Sum of Rentable SF 

0 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 



Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

3 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$1,908 

Bldg lb Federal Ctr 

Sum of Rentable SF 

14,671 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 


Bldg 75 Jfk Airport 

Sum of Rentable SF 

28,355 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

64 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$1,557,843 

Broad Catherine & John Streets 

Sum of Rentable SF 

360 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

1 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$4,093 

Center Line & S Hwy 

Sum of Rentable SF 

3,514 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 



Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$138,141 

Dyken Pond Road ** 

Sum of Rentable SF 

0 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$280 

Fb 915 Lafayette Blvd 

Sum of Rentable SF 

155 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 



Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$3,069 

Federal Building 

Sum of Rentable SF 

754 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

3 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$13,828 

Federal Bldg & Us Courthouse 

Sum of Rentable SF 

3,690 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

5 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 



Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$100,168 

Federal Plaza 

Sum of Rentable SF 

1,747 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$48,612 

Government Center 

Sum of Rentable SF 

47,669 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

22 
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Street Address 

Data 

Total ] 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

18 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$1,740,849 

Insular Rd 28 

Sum of Rentable SF 

3,972 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

22 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$151,923 

Int-81 

Sum of Rentable SF 

2,500 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$54,101 

Interstate Route 91 

Sum of Rentable SF 

3,684 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

. 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$59,372 

Kallingal Building 

Sum of Rentable SF 

368 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

1 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$12,541 

Main & Bridge Streets 

Sum of Rentable SF 

9,778 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

8 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 



Sum of Total Rem Amount 

$96,877 

Mount Vacaville 

Sum of Rentable SF 

27 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

~ 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$4,006 

Observer Highway 

Sum of Rentable SF 

0 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

19 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$65,259 

One Congress Street 

Sum of Rentable SF 

0 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

18 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$92,737 

One Federal Drive 

Sum of Rentable SF 

20,919 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

2 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$460,930 

One Hsbc Centew 

Sum of Rentable SF 

0 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$494 

One Merchants Plaza 

Sum of Rentable SF 

3,324 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$73,944 

One Penn Plaza 

Sum of Rentable SF 

18,038 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

6 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$1,309,521 

One Tower Lane 

Sum of Rentable SF 

109,036 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

10 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

11 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$3,605,729 
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Street Address 

Data 

Total ! 

One World Trade Center 

Sum of Rentable SF 

5,431 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

4 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

3 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$183,318 

Rough & Ready Island 

Sum of Rentable SF 

5,620 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

3 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

83 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$78,910 

Sells Airport Road 

Sum of Rentable SF 

5,809 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 



Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

35 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$166,134 

South Park Row 

Sum of Rentable SF 

417 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$11,170 

St Hwy 95& Int'l Border 

Sum of Rentable SF 

350 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 



Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$8,539 

State Street 

Sum of Rentable SF 

711 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

1 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$13,666 

Tafts Corner Commercial Park 

Sum of Rentable SF 

76,898 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 



Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$1,806,696 

U.S. Courthouse & Customhouse 

Sum of Rentable SF 

3,258 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

3 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$36,802 

Us Border Station 

Sum of Rentable SF 

982 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$30,799 

Us Courthouse 

Sum of Rentable SF 

937 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 



Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 



Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$24,764 

W 6th Ave & Kipling St 

Sum of Rentable SF 

34,847 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

48 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 


W 904 Riverside 

Sum of Rentable SF 

3,151 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 



Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$45,421 

901 N Stuart 

Sum of Rentable SF 

8,059 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$309,253 

1000 Ashley Drive 

Sum of Rentable SF 

4,559 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

5 







Street Address 


Data 


Total 



Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$131,644 

5107 Leesburg Pike ** 

Sum of Rentable SF 

0 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$14,400 

45 Columbia Street 

Sum of Rentable SF 

0 


Sum of Structured Parking Spaces 

6 


Sum of Surface Parking Spaces 

- 


Sum of Total Rent Amount 

$10,304 

Total Sum Of Rentable SF 

6,315,541 

Total Sum Of Structured Parking Spaces 

5,163 

Total Sum Of Surface Parking Spaces 

6,704 

Total Sum Of Total Rent Amount 

$203,683,090 


Antenna Tower Leases. 
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ICE Investieations 


Question: Provide a chart showing the number of ICE special agents, by location, as of January 1, 2009. 

ANSWER: This material is classified Law Enforcement Sensitive and is available in the Subcommittee 
offices. The following chart reflects total ICE employees by field office: 

IMMIGRATION AND CUSTOMS ENFORCEMENT 
TOTAL STAFFING BY FIELD OFFICE, September 18 2009 * 


FIELD OFFICE ** 

SEATTLE 565 

SAN FRANCISCO 762 

LOS ANGELES 1,125 

SAN DIEGO 923 

SALT LAKE CITY 294 

PHOENIX 925 

DENVER 356 

EL PASO 803 

ST. PAUL 358 

DALLAS 655 

SAN ANTONIO 602 

HOUSTON 1,326 

CHICAGO 925 

NEW ORLEANS 631 

DETROIT 513 

ATLANTA 896 

BUFFALO 416 

BOSTON 1,016 

NEW YORK 1,058 

NEWARK 526 

PHILADELPHIA 543 

BALTIMORE 331 

DC 2,806 

MIAMI 1,715 

TOTAL 20,070 


•Total Positions includes all currently-filled domestic positions for alt ICE Programs. 

"NOTE: Totals based on DRO Field Offices; Ol SACs and FPS Regions are configured differently geographically, 
in order to present overall information by Field Office, Ol and FPS staff have been grouped according to DRO region. 


Question: Provide a chart showing arrests by field office by category of investigation for fiscal years 2006, 
2007 and 2008. 


ANSWER: Please see attached chart. 


Question: Provide a chart showing investigations completed jointly by ICE and other agencies in 2006, 2007 
and 2008 by field office. 


ANSWER: Please see attached chart. 



FISCAL SAC PERFORMANCE PERFORMANCE SUBLEVEL TOTAL CRIM ADMIN 


1173 


o o *- 


lo in oo 


CM CO CM 


o 

o 


3 S 


Is 


5 CD 

co o 

< o 

Z 10 

IS 

ll ? 


1 CD 
O Z 
CO -I 
Hi CD 

2 a 

2 3 

rr' W 
85 CD 
m =5 
> cr 
O Q 


< 

CD 

LU 


CD I- 
CD Z 
3 O 
2 o 

CO (0 

_i z 

s g 

2 z 

LU 3 

CD 2 


< 

CD 


t § 

m O 


m CD 


? g 


uj S 

> 2 
Z z 

I 8 

< 1 
CO 

_ z 

UJ < 
Z 2 
UJ 3 
CD X 


CO 

UJ 

O 

> 

cr 


0 

z 


x 

CO 

< 

a 

* 


o 

o 


5 S 


UJ co 

1 5 


K 

O 


a 

z 

—i 

CD 

CD ^ 

3 Q 

2 z 

CO O 

0 UJ 


d > 
U F 
o o 
a: < 

i- i 

z 
o 
o 
0 


UJ 

m CD 


a: 

< 


o < a 


UJ 

1 



LU 

—I 

LU 


Q 

> 


< 

< 

UJ 

h- 

o : 

h- 

fcz 

fc 

1- 

u < 

o 

o 

=j z 

_J 

_l 


< 

0 


5 

< 


a: 

< 


UJ 

> 


CD 

O 

o 

CM 


UJ 

cc 

o 


< 

m 


GENERAL ALIEN INVESTIGATIONS 



FISCAL SAC PERFORMANCE PERFORMANCE SUBLEVEL TOTAL CR1M ADMIN 


1174 


£ 

tt 

< 


n s r « r 


CD 03 (£) If) N CO 


< 

o 


CM ID if) O) CM 


o 

> 

tc. 


CD 

z 

—I 

o 

0 

3 

5 

CO 

1 
co 
< 
o 
x: 




te o 

< o 

O h- 

z co 

IS 

Ll_ ? 


y ? 

CO -l 
UJ O 
5 CD 
rP 5 


(D _i 

o < 

D Z 

* I 

§ £ 

LU UJ 

3 1 


o 

5 

o 


z 

o 


LL CD O |- 


O UJ 

z z 


CD CD 


o: 

D 

0 
UJ 

w -J 

-1 < 

< p 

1 e 

< < 

z CO 


I 

o 

CO 
LJJ CD 


CD O 


3 

5 _ 
CO CD 


ulZ 


S (!) U 

m3" 
> K. 

O Q 


O' 

O 

0L 

X 


Q W CO 


t y 

o < 
_i z 


t z 

g < 

Zj Z 


cc 

< 

UJ 

>- 


Z 

O 

►— 

CO 

o 

CD 


CO 

o 

o 

CM 


OTHER CRIMINAL ACTIVITY 



FISCAL SAC PERFORMANCE PERFORMANCE SUBLEVEL TOTAL CRIM ADMIN 


1175 


DC 

< 


oooooooooooo 


CN lO CD 


0 

LU 

Ct 

a: 

< 


£35 CO 10 CM 


0 

LU 

0 

< 

o 


0 

LU 

o 

> 

a 


t s 

Li- O 
UJ — 

Z H 

LU < 

m 0 

b; 


00 

z 

o 

t- 

< 

g 

i— 

CO 

LU 

> 

z 

z 

LU 


s 2 


^ Z 

I ^ 


2 i 


a 


CO 


CO LU 

1 a: 


0 y 


o 

CD 

0 ^! 

I- < 


2 

CD 

O 

z 

ct 

o 

£L 

Q 


^ X 

0 o g 

UJ (0 

p I 
<5 o 

a. 


o 

Z CO 


g i> 

m u. S 


z 

o 


CO CD 
0 u 3 


tr 

o 

a. 

x 

LU 

_l 

< 

0 

LU 


CO CO 

_i z 

§ e 

£ | 
LU Z> 

0 ^ 


* * 
o LL 
CH LU 
LU Q 

£ 2 
O h- 


0 

Z 

o 

i- 

< 

g 

i— 

0 

£ 

z 

z 

LU 


0 

LU < 
> -I 

S 2 

0 LU 
z z 

< LU 
0 0 


> 

Z 


QC 

< 


g < 

Zi z 

— LL 


2 

I- 

b 

o 


t 

o 


o 

0 

< 

g 

x 

o 


a: 

< 

UJ 

>- 


CD 

O 

o 

CM 


SAC TOTAL 709 1,185 



FISCAL SAC PERFORMANCE PERFORMANCE SUBLEVEL TOTAL CRIM ADMIN 


1176 


LU 

a : 
a : 
< 


» n 10 n co 


to to « 


00 CM 05 


a 

> 

cc 

LU 


z 

o 

2 

_j 

< 

0 


0 

z 

_l 

0 

0 

D 

2 

co 

1 



o 

o 


5 2 


LU 

is 

^ CD 
; LU 


I- < x 

to a o 

^ LU CO 
$ > LU 

-fe § 

^ < cc 

< CD o 
Oh K 
Z CO £ 


: lu 


Z CO 

=i LU 
CD 5 
CD O 
D Q 
5 Z 
to CD 
CD LU 


> 

CD j= 

Z. O 

-t < 

CD _j 
0 < 
=> Z 
2 1 
to =§ 


l $ 


LU *t 
m OD 


□ £ 
S f 

0 O 


< 


LU 

a 

< 


o < 

Ij Z 


LU p 

t= 

o < o 

□ Z 3 


1 


£ 

< 

LU 

> 


CO 

o 


O 

O 

of 

LU 

> 

z 

LU 

O 


GENERAL ALIEN INVESTIGATIONS 294 326 



FISCAL SAC PERFORMANCE PERFORMANCE SUBLEVEL TOTAL GRIM ADMIN 


1177 


DC 

DC 

< 


co to u> 


CD CO (D 


m s n ffl 


O CJ CO CM T— 


CO CO CM 


t 

O 


S 

X 


§ o 
o £ 
w iu 
CO m 

J LU 

< t 

- 12 

CC 

§ 


|g 

t CD 


< S 

U H 
Z (0 

i> 


O Ij 
O d 
o o ^ 
o 2 o 


w £ 

LU O 

2 2 


CD 
CD 
=> 

CO _ 

CD iu lU 
d a: z 
a: o w 

Q LL CD 


i s 


CO 

z 

o 


< 

? Q 

I 2 
“ 2 
O Li. 

CC LU 
LU Q 

t s 


z H 

LU **■ 
m CD 


!; LU < 


2 § 


3 2 


UJ 

|§ 

<S 

o jd 

I— 

(O O 

is 

_i < 

< CD 
O h- 
Z CO 
fw 

LL ? 


I 

o 
(0 
UJ CD 


o 

o 

o 

o 

1“ 

co 

UJ 


CD 
D 

2 _ 
CO 0 


cc — 

UJ CD UJ 
CD D 
>• CC 
O O 


CC 

O 


b z 

o < 


iu £ 

bS b 

O < <J 


o 

cc 

I — 
UJ 

n 


5 


UJ 

>- 


CD 

O 

o 

CM 


MUNITIONS CONTROL/ILLEGAL EXPORTS 



FISCAL SAC PERFORMANCE PERFORMANCE SUBLEVEL TOTAL CRIM ADMIN 


1178 


o o o o o o o 


N O) (M 


oo co to 


co in cm 


£ 

< 


cv co cm lo o> 


CD CD CM CM 


< 

o 


CO 
L U 

o 




o 

o 

3 

co 

X 

CO 

< 

u 


o 

o 


CD 

o 


: < x 
) O o 
j U 1 co 

;| ! 

j < 

;o o 


CD 

si 

□ § 

CD i 

S s 

s § 

CD LU 
3 Z 


tZ L 

o < o 

□ Z Ij 


UJ h 

tS t 

o < o 


UJ 

>■ 


o 

z 

o 


X 

f- 

z 

o 

►— 

CO 

D 

o 

X 


co 

o 

o 

CM 


MUNITIONS CONTROUILLEGAL EXPORTS 



FISCAL SAC PERFORMANCE PERFORMANCE SUBLEVEL TOTAL CRIM ADMIN 


1179 


£ 

< 


(/> 

< 

O 


CO CO a> CM 


ID CD CD CO CM 


Z 

o 


Q 

i s 

£ LU 
ID ^ 
§ O 
£ 8 


< 

0 


LU < 

5 g 

0 lii 

z z 

< LU 
0 0 


t 

o 

z 

_l 

o 

o 

D 

2 


b 

o 


an 

< 

LLl 

>- 


o 

> 

on 


O 

o 


LJ 

o§ 

b o 

w o 

< o 
oF 
z co 

fS 

u F 


2 0 
£ i 

£ o 


o 
o 
o 
o 

t/j 0 L~ 

S o z 
2 => ° 
o 2 O 
O W (/) 

5 = _i z 

iss 

UJ LU b 

o: z z 

O Hj 3 
LL 0 2 


>- 

H 

> 


o 

on 


< 

0 


£ y > 


< 

O 


0 LU 

z z 


0 0 


< b 2 

Z CO o 

° £ u 

5 e < 

Z § CO 


U1 

Q 

5 


0 

Z 

< 


CD 

O 

o 

CM 


O 

> 


0 

z 

_l 

0 

0 

3 

2 

CO 

X 

< 

o 


< 

2 


FINANCE 



FISCAL SAC PERFORMANCE PERFORMANCE SUBLEVEL TOTAL CRIM ADMIN 


1180 


ooooooooo oooo 


ooooooooo 


LU ^ - 

□ a O 

< ^ z 

QL o < 

h D O 


~ q[£ 

O ~ O 


<3 ^ F 

2 0 0 

—I C£ < 

O H _J 

O Z < 

D O Z 

2 0 ^ 

5 £ £ 

LU — LU 

Z z X 

LU Z> H 

0 2 0 


GANG INVESTIGATIONS 



FISCAL SAC PERFORMANCE PERFORMANCE SUBLEVEL TOTAL CRIM ADMIN 


1181 


if) 

m 

a 

a: 

< 


co co o n n n O) n 


(DOM 


D> CSI CO 


CM CO CO to 


2 | 

t § 

O o 

z a 

-I o 

O LL 
O Z 

n uJ 

2 LU 


3 2 


UJ 


ill 


z 

o 


sr 111 if) 

Sp 2 
< § u 

O I- ry 

ll ? 

LL — O 


ce: 

o 

a. 

x 


o 

o 

o o 


UJ O 

1 i 

a co 


1 § 2 
S Z 2 
Sol 


o 

o 


z 

o 

2 


5 2 


Og 

t o 

moo 

yj uj if) 


p 

< a 

o F 

Z CO 

< UJ 

Z> ^ 
u.2 o 


o 

o 

o 

o 


x o p 


> UJ O 5 


CO ^ 
UJ O 


o o 
2 


e 

I 5 


uj O LU uj 


t z 
o < 
□ z 


o < 
_i z 


§ 

UJ 


X 

a: 

I 


LU 

Z 


o : 
< 
UJ 


CD 

O 

o 

CM 


MUNITIONS CONTROUILLEGAL EXPORTS 



FISCAL SAC PERFORMANCE PERFORMANCE SUBLEVEL TOTAL CRIM ADMIN 


1182 


LLl 

UL 

DC 

< 


N ifl 'f to in K> 


< 

o 


N T- «) N 


iO ro co 


5 z 
< w 

I ? 
g 3 

C 5 

LLl 3 
X O 
h- O 
O Q 


CO ^ 
Z Z 

O * 

5 ^ 

< u- 
0 u= 

fe | 

111 Sr 
> 0 
z z 


00 uJ 

P 

b o 
te o 


or 

o 


UJ 


> 

p 

i a 

5 s' 

o 


9 S J« 


< 

< 

z> 

5 

CO 

_l 

< 

1- 

5s 
< 0 

2 

DC 

o 

0 

=> 

(J 

0 

Z 

o 

5 

X 

o 

=> 

s 

u 

OO 

H 

Z 

LU 

_i 

< 

_l 

< 

3 

5 

CO 

2 

z 

o 

O I- 


CO 


X 

LLl 

S 


z 

UJ 

< 

h- 

z CO 

UJ 

o 

h; 

UJ 

Q 

=) 

UJ 

< 

Z 


o 

< UJ 

CO 

0 

Z 

X 


O 

z 

5 

UJ 

=> 

< 

z 5 

>- 

X 

=> 

1 — 


o 

UJ 

D 

O 

X 

CO 

U- i= 

O 

Q 

5 

o 

1— 

D 

0 

X 


o 

o 

o 

o 

0 P 
z co 
=j UJ 

0 ^ 
0 O 

=> 9 

s z 

CO 0 
q] 0 LLl 


bg b 

(J < U 

jZ j 


I 

I- 

o 


Q 

UJ | 

ol O 


< 

X 

CL 

_l 

UJ 

Q 

5 


X 

z 


CD 

o 

o 

CM 


GENERAL SMUGGLING 



FISCAL SAC PERFORMANCE PERFORMANCE SUBLEVEL TOTAL CRIM 


1183 


oooooooooo 


o oooooooooooo 


Q 5 E a 


Q D 0 

< o z 

2 o < 

H Q O 


j“< 

< t h- 

Z t/5 O 

Q * H- 

k a o 

< Q < 


I Sp 5 
< <§ o 

^ a 


o ^ p 

z o o 

_i ce < 

CD H j 

CD Z < 

D O Z 

2 O ^ 

“ - i 

LU t LU 

Z Z X 

LU D I- 

0 5 0 


WORKSITE ENFORCEMENT 



FISCAL SAC PERFORMANCE PERFORMANCE SUBLEVEL TOTAL CRIM ADMIN 


1184 


ooooooooo 


o o o o o o o 


co to co Tt o) in cm 


COCMOCMCOCMCOCMh-* 


N O) ID O N W N 


- qCC 

CD 2 o 


2 5 a 

j in g 

a s g 

s i i 

CD ui lu 
d tr z 


Z ft QL 

0 L) U. 

1 ® s 

1 | S 

5 0)- 


SzE 

ill < •“ 

z 5 o 

lu Z) < 

CD I to 


O _j 

O =J 

O CD ^ 


2 =3 O Z 

0 5 o 2 

Q « » | 

1 § s “ 

UJ LLI — UJ 

a: z z i 

o s ? t 


TRADE FRAUD 



FISCAL SAC PERFORMANCE PERFORMANCE SUBLEVEL TOTAL CRIM ADMIN 


1185 


o o o o o o 


CMOOOOOOO OCOOOOU5 


C/J m 

-I y < 

< t t— 

Z W o 

l_ CC (j 

< 9 < 

z S U) 


z < 

8 1 § 

z g § 

o ° u - 

uT CL HI 

LLJ o 

5 O i- 


C/) 

z 

H 

C/) 

2 

l— 

> 

z 

LU 

2 

o 

LU 

> 

5 

F 

LU 

O 

£ 

9 

Z 

z 

111 

z 

-1 

CD 

K 

3 

O 

cc 

o 

u. 


F £ CD 
W -J D 
^ < 5 

^ § 2 
(D UJ < 
Z Z 2 
< IU D 
O O I 


w m _J 

-J w < 

< b h 
1 1 ° 
z > w 


INVESTIGATIVE CATEGORIES 



FISCAL SAC PERFORMANCE PERFORMANCE SUBLEVEL TOTAL CRIM ADMIN 


1186 


c o 

UJ 

X 

X 

< 


CO 

H 

CO 

UJ 

X 

£ 

< 


oooooooooo 


o o o o o o o 


o o o t- 


CO 

UJ 

CO 

< 

u 


ifl ifl O) U) 


tO ^ CM (D 


> 

X 

0, 

2 

CD 

O 

Z 

IX 

o 


X 

o 

CO _ 
LLI O 

" CD 
3 

(0 


X 

o 

£ 0 


< 

0 . 

a t 

d > 
ID F 
O o 

IX < 


z 

LU 

J 


CO 

Z 

o 

I- 

< 

0 


t s 

LL o 

z t 

UJ < 

m CD 


z 

_l 

0 

0 

3 

CO 

z 

< 

2 

3 

X 


o 

> 


< 

0 


z 

o 

co 

1 — 
X 

o 

X 

X 


CO 

0 

h- 

UJ 


z 

z 

5 

_l 

o 

o 


X 

UJ 

X 

< 

0 

3 

X < 

1- 

< 

o 

H- h- 



< 

UJ 

X 

< 


LU 

> 

< 

X 


UJ 

b^ 

O < 

□ z 



X 

< 

UJ 

>- 


CO 

o 

o 

CM 


SAC TOTAL 513 875 



FISCAL SAC PERFORMANCE PERFORMANCE SUBLEVEL TOTAL CRJM ADMIN 


1187 


oooooooo 


o o o o o o o 




2 > o 

b z z 

S g o 

5 = § 

LU < 5 

Mz 

CD ill < 

Z Z 5 

< LU D 

CD CD X 


< C H 

z co o 

O * H 

|_ ££ o 

<r P 


o§ s 

a 

CD ^ d 
h< I CD 
to o o z 

tj-j LU tO —I 

> > LU CD 

?F 5 CD 

—1 5 cE => 

< CD o 2 
O I— ^ 
Z CO m CD 
<W ffi D 
>- £ 


O 2 O 

7Z _J < 
C/3 CD _ i 
UJ CD < 

O 2 s 

9 ^ i 

z < o 

2 2 a: 

UJ LU LU 
X Z X 
O LU I- 
u. CD O 


lu 2 cr 

Q 3 LU 

O Z 
Cl O LU 

H Q CD 


HUMAN SMUGGLING/TRAFFICKING 



FISCAL SAC PERFORMANCE PERFORMANCE SUBLEVEL TOTAL CRIM ADMIN 


1188 


£ 

< 


1/3 

111 

< 

O 


s 


< 

LU 

>- 

-I 

< 

o 

<o 


LU 

O 

> 


z 

o 


< 

o 


LU 

«s 

|g 

t cd 
w o 

U 

-i < 

< o 

z fe 

1 2 

LL ? 


O 

o 


w 

z 

o 


cd 

g 

1 — 
o 
< 


Ll 

LU 

z 

o 

1- 

UJ 

> 

z 

CD 

z 

> 

1 — 

UJ 

o 

a: 


z 

—1 

cd 

03 

LU 

2 

—1 

< 

z 

Q 

LU 

m 

< 

g 

i - 

z 

UJ 

_l 

o 

CD 

ct 

3 

a 

UJ 

03 

_l 

< 

O 

LL 

z 


cd 

z> 

O 

Q 

z 

2 

CK 

O 

Z> 

$ 

LL 

H 

Z 

LU 

03 

UJ 

> 

z 

_l 

< 

_l 

< 

Z> 

2 

03 

UJ 

UJ 

H 

-J 

< 

J— 

C/3 

CD 

ct 

UJ 

2 



Z 

z 

03 

O 

CD 

LU 

LU 

Q 

Z> 

CD 

UJ 

< 

O 


h- 

Z> 

cr 

I 

< 

o 

z 

z 

5 

h- 

X 

O 

oc 

o 

H 


o 

< 

LU 

z> 

< 

§ 

< 

Q 

LL 

o 

i- 

Q 

O 

o 

X 

z 

$ 

CO 


o 

> 

q: 


z 

o 


o 

o 


LU 


V w 


cc 

03 LU 

P 2 
Q 

g ^ d 

wo o 

>£ a 


-J < ££ 

< g o 

O I- 

Ip 

Ll _ o 


a: 


a: 

< 


t z 
O < 
_l z 


fc 

o 


t 

a 


a: 

< 

LU 

V 


< 

o 


o 

o 

CM 


DRUG SMUGGLING 



FISCAL SAC PERFORMANCE PERFORMANCE SUBLEVEL TOTAL CR1M ADMIN 


1189 


CO 

J— 

tO 

UJ 

x 

x 

< 


CO 

J— 

CO 

111 

X 

X 

< 


CO 

UJ 

to 

< 

o 


a> r- a 


t- CNJ «o 


in n 01 to 


> 

b 

> 

f— 

< 

< 

z 

1 

a 

o 

x 

lu 

X 



CO 

z 

CD 

Z 


o 

X 


l— 

g 


< 

u_ 


g 

Ll_ 

CO 

z 

L— 

CO 

LU 

c 

o 

> 

CD 

H 

Z 

z 

< 


_l 

CD 

1— 

Z 

LU 

o 

CD 

CO 


3 

UJ 

< 

2 

> 

z 

_J 

<£ 

CO 


X 

z 

CD 

UJ 

< 

z 

z 

2 

< 

UJ 

3 

CD 

CD 

I 


LU 

o 

> 

x 


z 

o 


< 

cd 


X 

LU 

X 

I- 

o 

o 


1§ 
cd 
1 111 


< 

CD . 
I— < 

to o 


LU 


UJ 




I 

o 

CO 
LU CD 


_l < 

< CD 
O H 
Z CO 

< LU 

z > 


CD 

3 

LU CD UJ 

CD 3 X 

>- x o 

O Q u. 


X 

O 

X 

X 


< 

CD 

LU 


5 

o 

X 
I- 

z 
o 
_ o 
to CO 
-J z 

$ S 

s s 

LU 3 
CD 2 


a 

3 


2 § o 


CO -J 

UJ < 

5 g 

CD UJ 
z z 

< LU 

CD CD 


z 

o 

<: 

CD 

I— 

CO 

UJ 

> 

z 


< 

UJ 

X 

< 


UJ 

> 

2 


UJ 

fcg 

o < 

Zj Z 


Q 

5 

H 

b 

o 


LU 

> 

2 


o 

\— 

co 

O 


X 

< 

UJ 

>- 


h- 

O 

o 

CM 


WORKSITE ENFORCEMENT 3 4 370 



FISCAL SAC PERFORMANCE PERFORMANCE SUBLEVEL TOTAL CRIM ADMIN 


1190 


K 

K 

< 


tc 

a: 

< 


< 

o 


CD CO lO CM 


O 

> 

cc 


o 

o 


> 

X 


5 £ 


°S 
Sr 
« s 

7 £1 


= H S 


z 

o 


X 

o 

Q_ 

X 


Q 

X 

5 


o 

h- 

< 

e> 


^ § 
z 5 

LLI < 

m 0 
°c h: 


c/3 

z 

o 

H 

< 

o 


g 

3 

< o 

X 

o 

—i 

z 

_i 

< 

z 

o 

a: 

o 

a: 

Li- 

z 

UJ 

> 

_i 

< 

-> 

CO 

—1 

< 

LLJ 

b 

s 

o 

o 

O H 

q; 

CO 

0 

X 


a: 




£ 

z 

z 

co 

o 

I- 


Z CO 

LU 

o 

LU 

UJ 

H 

UJ 

o 

X 

0 

UJ 

< 

o 

X 

K 

o 

—1 

< LU 

CO 

X 

a 

z 

Z 

X 

< 

a 

z 

z 


1- 


o 

< 

X 

^ > 

> 

cc 

o 

UJ 

X 

H 

cr; 

o 

< 

UJ 

X 

< 

§ 

< 

CO 

m 

LL i= 

O 

Q 

u_ 

0 

2 

o 

i- 

Q 

0 

0 

X 

z 


<0 


CO 

UJ 

o 

> 

oc 


o 

5 


O 

o 


5 

UJ 

«23 

§§ 

Sr 

m o 
|> 
^g 

O H 
Z CO 
< UJ 

z > 

lT? 


X 
o 

CO -I 
LU O 


Q_ 

o 

o 

o 

o 

I— 

CO 

UJ 

2 

o 

9 

z 


0 

K “ £2 

LU 0 LU 

m X ~ 

>- q: 

O Q 


o 


a 

< 


o < 
II z 


5 

K 


>- 

Z 

d 

_j 

< 


X 

m 


01 

< 

UJ 

>- 


o 

o 

CM 


o 

o 

< 

O 

X 

o 


MUNITIONS CONTROL/ILLEGAL EXPORTS 



FISCAL SAC PERFORMANCE PERFORMANCE SUBLEVEL TOTAL CRIM ADMIN 


1191 


(0 CM CO CM 00 ■>“ 

(O ct> cm ct> 


CO 
UJ 
CC 
a : 
< 


O) O T- 


CO CO 1C 


CO 

LU 

a: 

01 

< 


UJ 

CO 

< 

o 


O CO <J> 


co in 05 in co 


cm 


< 

< 

Z 

1 

x 

o 

x 

LU 

X 



w 

LU 

a 

> 


z 

o 


o 



< 


LU 
O < 

“ z 


< 

Q 


< 


UJ 


>- 


f'- 

O 

o 

CM 


WORKSITE ENFORCEMENT 13 19 306 



FISCAL SAC PERFORMANCE PERFORMANCE SUBLEVEL TOTAL CRIM ADMIN 


1192 


O) Ol O (D ’f 
n tj- t- n 


£X 

o' 

< 


< 

o 


O 

O 


> 
X 
Q_ 
< 
CX 

CD 

I 

°o 2 

5S q 

CD £ =d 
I— < ^ 

woo 

!^1U w 

Sp 2 

< O o 

O I rv- 

Z W [tj 

<1 s 

li£ O 


z 

o 

H 


o 

o 

o 

o 


CD 
CD 
3 

2 _ 
W CD 
(D LU 


1— 

IX 

o 


CD H 
CD Z 
3 O 
2 O 
w (/) 
z 


I § 8 


z z 

LU 3 

CD 2 


O 

3 

§ 


< 

2 O 

1 < 

ft 5 

O LL 
IX UJ 
LU Q 


< 

CD 


LU < 

i i 

CD UJ 

z z 

< UJ 
CD CD 


W O 


ex 

UJ 

X 

J— 

o 

O 


3 2 


W UJ 

i§ 


CD 

O 


W O 


_i < 

< g 

O h- 
Z W 

< UJ 


LU W 

“ I 

tx 


CD 
CD 
3 

2 _ 

w (D 


h~ 

[X 

O 


5 § 

uj CD UJ uj 
m 3 cx z 
>- cx o cu 
o o u_ CD 


g < g 


o < o 

□ Z =3 

=j u. g 


o 

o 

ex’ 

UJ 

> 

z 

LU 

o 


2 

t 

O 

cx 

H 

UJ 

O 


IX 

< 

UJ 

>■ 


N- 

O 

O 

r-J 


TRADE FRAUD 



FISCAL SAC PERFORMANCE PERFORMANCE SUBLEVEL TOTAL CRIM ADMIN 


1193 


LU 

O' 

OH 

< 


< 

o 


CO N (D ifl N 


o 

> 


CM PJ O 'f (D 


Q 

D 


Ki o 


LU < 

m (J 


CO p 
LU 7s 

1 1 

£ d 


CD 

CD 


H 

Z 

LU 

CO 

LU 

> 

_i 

< 

=> 

w 

(0 

—I 

< 

LU 

LU 

H 

-1 

< 

I 

w 

Ss 

< CD 

> 



z 

z 


O 


o H 


CD 


< 

o 


f- 



O 

Z 

Z 

> 



o 



< > 

< 

LU 

J 

< 

P 

< 

13 

Z ^ 

o 

CD 

CD 

I 

z 

§ 

(0 

03 

LU 2 



g 

o O ° 

— U Q_ 

CD^ d 
I— < x 
woo 
ty lu w 
2 > m 
-p i 

— i < p 
< CD o 

11 

lu d O 


DC 

< 


i 


by t 

o < o 

n z ns 


tz b 

o < o 


o 

_J 

o 


DC 

< 


LU 

> 


h- 

o 

o 

CM 


DRUG SMUGGLING 



FISCAL SAC PERFORMANCE PERFORMANCE SUBLEVEL TOTAL CRIM ADMIN 


1194 


(o n id 


CM CM If) 


to 

h- 

to 

Ui 

O' 

O' 

< 


00 CD CM 


CD CM 05 05 CM CO CO 




X 


Z 

O 

t— 

CO 

D 

0 

1 


o' 

< 

UJ 

> 


r^- 

o 

o 

CM 


WORKSITE ENFORCEMENT 



FISCAL SAC PERFORMANCE PERFORMANCE SUBLEVEL TOTAL CRIM ADMIN 


1195 


®COW(0(£!N(DrOnNN 
■g- a> eg r- ^ n to in n 

t CO CN 


- o ^ 
CD y O 


X O i= 

O Z 

W -i ^ 

in O ^ 

5 0 0 

E i 9 

o S z 

K « 2 

LU O LJJ 

CD D IT 

>- CC O 

O Q u. 


t r £ 
a £ o 


Z z o o 
< o £ I- 


X o p 
o z w 
W -I y 

LU O ^ 

s o o 
& 5 | 

o 5 Z 
DC w <2 
UJ CD LU 
cd => o: 
> cc o 

O O u_ 


GENERAL SMUGGLING 



FISCAL SAC PERFORMANCE PERFORMANCE SUBLEVEL TOTAL CRIM ADMIN 


1196 


LU 

Dd 

Dd 

< 


LU 

ad 

Od 

< 


CO CO CM CM CM CO 


CM CM CO CO O CO 


3 

o 


CO 00 CO O) CM CO CO CM 


OD CO CO 


LU 

O 

> 


Cd 

o 


I a 

H 

o £ 
od uj 

LU Q 

| s 

O I- 


fa § 

a o 

z b 

UJ < 

S o 


00 ^ 
z e 
o * 
5 a 
5 t 
te | 

UJ 7S 

> o 

Z Z 

—1 
0 
0 
3 


? 2 


0 

z 

o 

»- 

< 

0 

L - 

0 i_ 

1 V 


0 

Z 

_J 

0 

0 

3 

s 

0 

X 

0 


3 

CD 


O 

o 

t- 

Q 

LU 


3 S 


is 

t 0 

Sill 

m o 
££ 

< § 
O t— 

If3 

25 


o 

i- 


x 

o 

w _ 

m g 

ad 
o 


L— 

cc 

o 


< 

0 

LU 


0 
3 
2 

K W 
LU 0 
CD 3 

>- a: 

o a 


0 z 

3 O 

2 o 
w 0 

-J z 
§ 2 

£ 2 
LU 3 
0 2 


t § 

U- O 

5 § 
£ 3 
- te 

z £ 

sy 1 




> 

z 


0 < 
□ z 


L- 

t 

o 


0 

z 

s 

— J 
X 

o 



ad 

< 

LU 

>- 


r- 

o 

o 

CM 


WORKSITE ENFORCEMENT 33 39 271 



FISCAL SAC PERFORMANCE PERFORMANCE SUBLEVEL TOTAL CR1M ADMIN 


1197 


DC 

DC 

< 


co co o o co co cm co co cm 


CO <\l CD 0) D 00 


cn co cm 


<M CD CM in 


N (D CO ^ 't r 


O 

< 


O 

> 

dc 

LU 

w 

> 


< 

cd 


CD 

z 

_l 

CD 

CD 

D 

5 

W 

I 

* 

D 

CQ 



LU 

O 

> 

DC 

LU 

CO 

>- 

LU 

z 

o 


CD 

z 

_l 

CD 

CD 

D 

s 

w 

X 

if) 

5 

* 


X 

LU 

X 

f— 

o 

o 


5 2 


sg 

b CD 

w o 

>> 

-1 < 
< G> 
O K 
Z if) 

f£ 

u. ? 


X 

o 

W - 
LU CD 


CD 

z 


o 

o 

o 

o 


0 
D 

2 z 

W (D 
O uj 

D DC 

% o 

O LL 


DC 

< 


hz 
U < 
□ z 


tu p 

fcS t 

o < o 


CL 

O 

>- 


K 

< 

LU 

> 


h- 

O 

O 

CM 


DC 

i 


LU 

Z 


GENERAL SMUGGLING 



FISCAL SAC PERFORMANCE PERFORMANCE SUBLEVEL TOTAL CRIM ADMIN 


1198 


lo co f- to o 


lONNlOMflDifl 


Q 3 O 
< O z 
2 o < 


< tz t- 

z CO o 

o * H 

5 S 

Z S CO 


O S g 

o o £ 

D Q w 

5 z d 

CO O 2 
O ID ID 

d o: z 
a: o w 

Q u. O 


=> w u . 

z Z CO o 


X Z $ CO 


PHOENIX, A Z ILLICIT BULK CASH SMUGGLING/ILLEGAL MONEY SERVICES 



FISCAL SAC PERFORMANCE PERFORMANCE SUBLEVEL TOTAL CR1M 


1199 


I” 

IS 

< DC 
£ 
< 


(C m co 


to 


m w if 
VO CO 10 
CO CM 


COCOOJCOPJOIOJO 


£T 

o 


O 

> 

cr 


1° 

b o 

W O 

Sp 

< o 

O L- 
Z (0 

ss 


cd 

o 


I 

o 

UJ O 


o 

o 

o 

o 

te 

LU 

£ 

o 

Q 

z 


o 

3 

S _ 
CO O 
CD LLl 


o 

cr 

\- 

z 

O 

o 


cd 

CD 
3 
2 
<0 <0 

z 


2^3 


z Z 

U1 3 
CD S 




< ° 
£ § 


< 

o 


CD UJ 

z z 

< LU 
CD CD 


LU 

1% 

b CD 

2 wo 

I I> 

i <s 

o “ ■ 

—i 

3 
m 


'-V. 

CD 

LU 

_l 

_J 

o 

z 

_l 

CD 

CD 


X 

o 

CO 
UJ CD 


CD 

z 


Z CO 

2$ 


o 

o 

o 

o 


LU < 

m g 


K 

< 


LU 


UJ K 

b 

CJ < o 


o: 

< 

LU 

>- 


r- 

o 

o 

CM 


GENERAL ALIEN INVESTIGATIONS 333 189 1,235 



FISCAL SAC PERFORMANCE PERFORMANCE SUBLEVEL TOTAL CRIM AOMIN 


1200 


CM CD CO 


CD CD CM 


a: 

a: 

< 


(D CD CD CO CO CM 


UJ 

4 

o 


CO N- ID 


CD Oi CO CD CD 


ID CD ID CM CD 



< 

UJ 

a : 
< 


a : 
< 


us 

> 



o < 
□ z 


o 

z 

o 

t— 

z 

< 

z 

< 

<n 


I s - 

o 

o 

CM 


0 

Z 

_f 

0 

0 

D 

s 

0 

X 

to 

< 

O 


IX 
UJ 

X 
1— 
o 
o 
!— 
D 
LU 


LU 

in 

m in 


°g 


S jy 
te 8 


< 0 
O P 

Z to 

|S 

11 ? 


g < 

Zi Z 


< 

a 

6 

0 

UJ 

□ 

Z 

< 


ILLICIT TRADE CYBER CRIMES/CHILD PORNOGRAPHY 



FISCAL SAC PERFORMANCE PERFORMANCE SUBLEVEL TOTAL CR1M ADMIN 


1201 


in m <o m u> 


or 

OL 

< 


t - to co 


CO to Oi 


in <o ct> 



« 


>- 


O 

> 

a 


5 s 

LU O 

gy i 

° 

r* O CL 

□ 

~ 5 x 

0)0 O 


-J < 

< o 

O H 
Z W 

< LU 

z > 


5 CD 

s i 

o 

cc w 
lD CD 
m ^ 
> a: 
O Q 


a: 

o 


0) CO 

z 


2 2 


1 

QC 

o Li 

a: ui 

LU Q 

? < 


*£ J |_ W ^ 

^ - Z ^ Jj 

s S g 

3 g g 

O < LU 

Q CD CD 


tz t 

o < u 

□ z Zj 


r*- 

o 

o 

(N 


HUMAN SMUGGUNG/TRAFFiCKING 



FISCAL SAC PERFORMANCE PERFORMANCE SUBLEVEL TOTAL CRIM ADMIN 


1202 



od 

< 

UJ 

>- 


CM O O 


CD CM CM 


CO CM CD 


CD CM CD t- 


io co m m 


O 

o 


o 

2 


CD 

0 

D 

2 

W 

X 

CO 

5 

* 


a. 

S£ 3 

fZ < X 
woo 
lijiu w 

§> ^ 

-b 1 

-j < q: 
<0 a 
Oh K 
z w [n 

i| ? 

u. ? O 


z 

o 


o 

o 

o o 


§ § 
o i 

Q W 


^ ^ rf U 

w O § CC 

0 LU UJ HI 

o x z x 

a o LU h- 

Q u. 0 O 


W 

» o P 

z S « 

p y p 

< U- CO i_ 

o £ y z 

fe I 2 2 
S u >: B 

z z = cc 
“ -I ^ o 
g 0 U u - 

- 0 m Z 

pps 

E < g * h 

Z 5 H £ o 

LU O < § < 

O X Z 5 M 


a 

> 


o 

2 


3 


o 

o 




< m O 

OH =i 

H < X 
WOO 
l±J LU W 

i 

<0 O 

or 


: w 


z 

o 


o 

o 

O 0 


II £ 


w $ 

LLJ 0 
2 


0 O 
=5 9 
2 z d 
W 0 g 
0 UJ LU 

r> x z 

X o LU 


g < 


tS 

o < 


MUNITIONS CONTROUILLEGAL EXPORTS 



FISCAL SAC PERFORMANCE PERFORMANCE SUBLEVEL TOTAL CRIM ADMIN 


1203 


CM O 05 OJ cn to 


£ 

£ 

< 


o) 

UJ 

£ 

£ 

< 


cm 10 w 


< 

O 


OiCMCMCONCMcntOO 


>“ 

> 

b 

< 

< 

z 

£ 

o 

a: 

LLI 

X 


o 

Z> 


CO 

z 

o 

I- 

< 

cd 

w 

LU 

> 

z 


03 

z 

o 

I- 

< 

o 


< W < t= 


_ C/3 

o * 

< § 

z $ 


o 

> 

£ 

LU 

03 

>- 

LU 

Z 

O 


< 

cd 


LU 

°g 

b 5 

p 

- f- 

_j < 
< CD 
O P 

Z C/3 

<£ 

£2 


>- 
X 
X 

5 

CD 

o 
z 
x 
o 

X 

o 

X 

o 

C/3 
LU CD 



r— 

£ 




03 

z 

o 

O 

X 

X 


C/3 

a 

z 

o 

h- 

L— 

LU 


Z 

z 

< 

LU 

X 

_l 

< 

CD . 

LU > 

Q 

Z> 

5 

o 

t 

X 

o 

X 

CD 

J— 

03 »_ 

II l X 


=! > 


CO P 


03 

LU < 
> _J 

CD LU 

z z 

< LU 

CD CD 


CD 


£ 
CD 


LU 

Q 


X 

< 


t 2 
O < 


< 

X 

5 

< 


£ 

< 

UJ 

>- 


f'- 

o 

o 

CM 


588 879 1,592 



FISCAL SAC PERFORMANCE PERFORMANCE SUBLEVEL TOTAL CRIM ADMIN 


1204 


O) OJ N N 


LU 

OL 

OL 

< 


< 

O 


(D n N 


CD CD Oi 


CO CO N 


ID CO LO 


co cm cn 


CD CO 
CO 


O O h- O CM 
CD 


CO 

P> 



CM 


CD O 
CM 


r- co 

CM O 


ID 


CM 


g 

> 

CL 


o 

o 


LU 

g 

> 


o 

o 


5 2 


is 


< 

O . 

y— 

w o 

LU 

§5 


o 


-I < 

< g 

Oi~ ry VJ 

zw 5 o 


o 

a 

x 


X 

g 

LU W J 
^ LU O 

S i 

o 2 


o 

z 


E § 

z b 

s s 

^ I 


z 

o 

h- 

< 

g 

w 

LU 

> 

Z 


? 2 


Z 

o 


< 

o 


< 

o 

w 




< 

a 

o 

o 

z 

a 

o 


O gn 

“ feS 


_J < 

< g 
o »- 
z w 


LU o 

o 


2 2 


OT S 
uj O 

I I 


s 5 

LU LU 

X z 
o UJ 
ll e> 


< 

UJ 

a: 

< 


bg 

2 < 
_ 2 


UJ 

Q 

§ 

H 

H 

g 


o 

Q 


I 


1U 

a 

2 

H 

K 

g 


z 

5 


<£ 

< 

UJ 

>- 


r- 

o 

o 

CM 


MUNITIONS CONTROL/ILLEGAL EXPORTS 



FISCAL SAC PERFORMANCE PERFORMANCE SUBLEVEL TOTAL CRIM ADMIN 


1205 


CM CO CM 


DC 

DC 

< 


CO 

LU 

< 

O 



> 
< 
t z 


Q C 
< 


DC 

< 

Ui 

>- 


o 

o 


o 

o 


: < x 
> o o 
J m to 

I 

•S o 

£ 

£* m 

: 1 5 


0 < 

if 

1 * 

^ o 

w QL 
0 LU 

g E 

Q O 


Z 

o 


I g 

Z 2 
< LU 
0 0 


< 

0 

LU 


0 

0 

n 

5 

co 

X 


p 

CO O 


< 0 


z > 


D 

5 


t: z 
o< 


I 


o < 


LU 

Ct 

o 

2 


< 

CD 


z 

o 

I— 

CO 

o 

CO 


ILLICIT TRADE CYBER CRIMES/CHILD PORNOGRAPHY 



FISCAL SAC PERFORMANCE PERFORMANCE SUBLEVEL TOTAL CRIM ADMIN 


1206 


U) 

UJ 

UL 

a: 

< 


CO CD CO O) CO CO 


< 

O 


cm m in 


CO OD CD 


CM CO CD 


m O 

uj CD 


_ 5 
0 O 
3 Q 

"IS 

O LU UJ 
3 CC Z 

a: o uj 


z 


0 Z 

F ffl 
{2 <! 
> -i 

s S 

0 HI 

z z 

S HI 

O 


o 

h* 

< 

0 


0 * 1 - 

~ a: 

I § 


i§ 

i— <c 

w o 

HI 


x o 
u z 
c/5 -i 
HI 0 


uj 0 
5 i 
O 2 
O c/5 


y e 

d > 

=3 F 

° 9 

a: < 


uj < 

m 0 


z 

o 

o _ _ 

g S < t= uj < 


1- 

o 

< 

u 

U H 

0 

O' 

CD 

Z 

0 

5 

o 

O 

q; 

LL 

HI 

LU 

5 



Z C/5 

HI 

0 

UJ 

HI 

f— 

HI 

o 

3 

o 

_J 

< UJ 

CD 

3 

oc 

Z 

Z 

I 

< 

0 

< 

3 

— 7 

> 

X 

o 

UJ 

3 

1 — 

£ 

O 

c/> 

CD 

H £= 

O 

Q 

lL 

0 

2 

o 

k— 

a 


0 UJ 

z z 

< HI 

0 O 


UL 

< 


5 ? 

□ Z 


a: 

< 

UJ 

>- 


> 

z 

6 

—i 

< 

LL 

U_ 

3 

m 


03 

o 

o 

CM 


HUMAN SMUGGLING/TRAFFICKING 



FISCAL SAC PERFORMANCE PERFORMANCE SUBLEVEL TOTAL CR1M ADMIN 


1207 


CM CO CM CO 


N O) ’t 1 N 


CO CO ID 


x 

< 


3 

O 


CM CO CO 


CO 

Z 

o 


< 

0 


o 

> 

X 


Z 

o 


< 

0 


0 

z 

_l 

0 

0 

D 

co 

X 


o 

o 


X 
CL 
< 
X 
0 
co i 

y i 

£ O 
O Q. 

S 9 
5 = 

o o 

LU <0 

P I 

< x 
O o 
x 


o 

o 

o 

o 

te 

LU 

S 

o 

Q 

Z 


UJ 


X. 

o 


< 

0 


o 

X 

H 

Z 

o 

o 


o 
o 

D 
2 
CO CO 

z 


CO O 
0 LU 


§ 2 g 


S § 

LU => 
0 2 


CO 

z 

o 

0 


U. Q 

s 1 

LU < 
CQ 0 
F~ 

Z W 

Z g 

UJ z 


O I- 


T 2 


o 

> 

q: 

LU 

CO 

>- 

LU 


0 

z 

_J 

0 

0 

3 

2 

CO 

I 

co 

< 

o 


o 

o 


3 

LU 
X , 
CO 

z 

o 


0 

o 


g o 
o 0_ 

0 n 

w 3 

<c x 

0 o 

LU CO 

1 * 

5 o 

g s 

2 o 


< 

LU 

a: 

< 


Q 

£ 


L z 
o < 
□ z 


o 

0 

< 

o 

X 

o 


X 


CO 

3 

_i 

< 

Q 


X 

< 

LU 

>- 


oo 

o 

o 

CM 


DRUG SMUGGLING 



FISCAL SAC PERFORMANCE PERFORMANCE SUBLEVEL TOTAL CRIM ADMIN 


1208 


a. 

a. 

< 


LU 

< 

o 


o 


cm co t- co m 
in non 
r-- t- 


r- 

r- 


CO 


00 

o 


r- co o r-- 

t- Tf cm cn 


CO T— CO CO CJ 

*- n 


o co cm 
co co 


r- 

r- 

r- 


co 

CO 


CO T- cm CO 

in r-~ 


TfCOtO^-TTT- 

cm o> co m cm 


ID CD ^ CO 
ID CO 


co o m co 

T- CM CO Tj- T- 

CM 


I — 

a 

o 


t z 

Li- O 

s I 

LL < 
CD o 


< 
CD 
1 — 
w 

LU 

> 

z 


s § 
< 1 
< I 

LU < 

z 2 

LU 3 
CD I 


O 

> 

a: 


CD 

CD 

=) 

2 

W 

X 

CO 

< 

o 




—i 

LU 


LU 

LU 


> 


Q 

> 


< 


< 

<£ 


f— 

LU 

X 

t- 

2 

H 

< 

K 

1- 

h- 

LU 

y 

O < 

y 

O 

a: 

— i 

□ z 


_l 

< 

_j 

d EE 

_J 

_J 


o 

o 

of 

Lb 

> 

z 

LU 

o 


a : 
< 


LU 

> 


00 

o 

o 

CM 


WORKSITE ENFORCEMENT 12 48 109 



FISCAL SAC PERFORMANCE PERFORMANCE SUBLEVEL TOTAL CRIM ADMIN 


1209 


o<oooorou}-c- 


Si 2 > S 

Z H z S 

sho 


\= lu C 4 

2 - § z 

3 O LU < 
O Z Z S 
O < UJ 3 
Q CD CD 3C 


< t H 

Z W O 

9 * h 

<o< 

Z S (0 


MUNITIONS CONTROL/ILLEGAL EXPORTS 



FISCAL SAC PERFORMANCE PERFORMANCE SUBLEVEL TOTAL CRIM ADMIN 


1210 


X 
a : 
< 


lu 

a: 

a: 

< 


CO Or O rg 


N Ifi O) M 


cm ro co 


CO 

< 

O 


< 

< 
z 

2 2 
o £ 
a: uj 

LU Q 

P < 


D 

3 


□ 

3 


co 

Z 

o 


< 

o 


< 

o 


co 

z 

o 

1 — 
CO 
LU 
> 

2 

t 

0 

> 

z 

>■ 

1 — 

UJ 

UJ 

o 


< 

0 

1 — 

z 

z 

UJ 

z 

3 

0 

0 

x 

3 

O 

UJ 

x 

o 

u_ 

z 


CO 

UJ 

> 

z 

3 

< 

3 

< 

3 

CO 

CO 

3 

< 

UJ 

UJ 

H 

< 

t 


2 

z 

z 

CO 

o 

0 

LU 

< 

o 


1 - 

z 

z 


1 - 

X 

o 

< 

UJ 

3 

< 

o 

< 

0 

0 

X 

z 

$ 

<0 


LU 

o 

> 

a: 

LU 

CO 

> 

LU 

Z 

o 


< 

0 


> 

X 


LU 0 
*co g 

o% O 
r- 0 a. 

P < X 
COO o 
^ UJ co 

>> UJ 


_l < 

< 0 
O H- 

?> 

li 


£ 0 

O Q 


O 

O 

O 0 
o ? 

te o 

LU 0 

s i 

0 ^ 

Q w 

1 i 

LU UJ 

x z 

o lu 

U_ 0 


X 

O 


=! > 


Q 

3 


< 

0 


£ S 

LL O 

z b 

g 5 


< 

0 

I— 

CO 

UJ 

> 


s 2 


< 

LU 

X 

< 


UJ 

o < 

3 z 


X 

3 

3 

3 

3 

o 

z 

o 

X 



WORKSITE ENFORCEMENT 10 24 135 



FISCAL SAC PERFORMANCE PERFORMANCE SUBLEVEL TOTAL CRIM ADMIN 


1211 


m 10 o 

If) ID CD S 
in oo 


co cm in 


LU 

DC 

< 


in in CD CD 


in o co cm 

CM CO CO CO 


CM CD CD CO 


IO CM CO CO 


2 

O 

K 

< 

w 


LU 

o 
> 
0 c 

LU 


z 

o 


o 

z 

-I 

o 

o 

D 

5 

W 

X 

co 

< 

o 

X 


coffi 


5 £ o 
: 9 °- 
<t 9 o 
Ok d 
I— < I 
WO o 
Wl 


-I < CC 

<g o 

Oh rr 
z w rfi 

ll ? 

ll _ O 


cc 

o 


> > UJ O 


1 i 

O u. 
CC LU 


w 

Z 

o 


UJ :=: > 

z t Z 

" 5 

* £ 3 

1 > 5 

2 2 g 

D 0 LU 
o z z 

O < LU 

o o o 


is 


: O 


O k d 
P < I 

WOO 
m LU W 

Is S 


_l < 
< 0 
O h- 
< LU 


Z 

o 


o 

o 

o 

o 


0 
z 

Zi yj 

§ B 

1 I 

W 0 
0 LU 

d a 

% ° 

O LL 


0 

0 

O 


a 

o 


< 

0 


o 

CC 


Z 

o 
o 
w 0 
_i z 

S S 
S I 

LU D 

0 5 


< 

LU 

DC 

< 


g < 

_i z 


UJ 

o 

s 

h- 


o 


> 

s 

K 


X 


z 

o 

I— 

w 

o 

o 

X 


(t 

< 


UJ 

>- 


LU 



O 

z 

< 

w 

o 


OTHER CRIMINAL ACTIVITY 



FISCAL SAC PERFORMANCE PERFORMANCE SUBLEVEL TOTAL CRIM ADMIN 


1212 


o n n rt « m 


Qf Z > 

S 2 S $ 

< o z z 
i o < uj 
H o O O 


2 -J £ < 

W < t H 
Z Z W O 


3 5 Q < 

x z $ « 


sn 

a g 1 1 

| S 8 a 

O 2 z d 

or J? £2 2 

LLI O UJ lli 
CD d a z 

> a o w 


^ ct z 
g u u. w 
p CL in 
L nj q D 
z X < O 


m « t £ 


NEW ORLEANS, ILLICIT BULK CASH SMUGGLING/ILLEGAL MONEY SERVICES 



FISCAL SAC PERFORMANCE PERFORMANCE SUBLEVEL TOTAL CRJM ADMIN 


1213 


co 

LU 

a: 

tr 

< 


co 

ui 

UL 

a : 
< 


CO W CO CM 05 CO 
t- m n i/i 


UJ 

< 

o 


CM 05 to CO 


£ 

LU 

X 

h- 

o 


2 o 
to 

Sk 

te S 

;1 


CL 

5 

O 

O 

Z 

a 

o 


2 

O 


LU 


§ 8 
§ I 

Q CO 


d > 
13 P 
O O 
or < 


co 


o 


t § 

U- n 

S I 
s s 
s s 


2 d 

o * 
p 2 
< p- 
2 % 

LU P 

z 8 


LU 


2; U 

o P 

o 

cc 

CO 

z 

0 

2 

o 

O 

a: 

u. 

LU 

LU 

2 

Z 

5 

z co 

LU 

0 

LU 

LU 

t 

LU 

Q 

D 

a 

LU 

< LU 

m 

D 

or 

Z 

z 

X 

< 

O 

z 

z 

Z > 

>- 

a: 

o 

UJ 

D 

\- 

X 

o 

< 

Ui 

Li_ S 

o 

o 

u. 

0 

5 

O 

H 

Q 

0 

0 


O 

o 


§ s 


LU 

§o 
t o 


p 

35 

< O 
O H 
Z CO 

1> 


o 

z 


a: 

o 


2 z 
CO o 
O LU 
o a: 
¥ O 


co CO 

_i z 

S 2 

8 z 
$ 2 


£ O 

I § 

K 5 

O Li_ 
DT LU 
LU G 

f 5 

O I- 


< 

Ui 

a 

< 


o 

z 

< 


o < o 


5 


ie: 

a: 

O 

>- 


§ 

LU 


a: 

< 

Ui 

>- 


CO 

o 

o 

CM 


ILLICIT TRAVEL DOCUMENT & BENEFIT FRAUD 



FISCAL SAC PERFORMANCE PERFORMANCE SUBLEVEL TOTAL CRIM ADMIN 


1214 


Tf C£3 O CN CO O 


•tf O CO Tf lO o to 


§11 

52 S o 


2 S z 

(5 uj < 
Z Z S 
< 4J D 
O O I 


< P H 

Z CO o 

2 ^ 

< g < 

z $ CO 


TOP 

O Z CO 

CO -J 

UJ O s 

2 CD O 

s § e 

O z 

5 w S 2 

in O LU 

CD => CL 

>- CL O 

O Q U. 


w z P 
z ? < 
O L CD 

p y P 

< U- CO 
CD U- ID 

g | I 

LD P ^ 


5 3 ^ W 

E g z £ 

O £ LD ^ 

CL LD ^ — 

LD Q X O 


< W < K 

S Z z o 

LD < O H 


DRUG SMUGGLING 



FISCAL SAC PERFORMANCE PERFORMANCE SUBLEVEL TOTAL CRIM ADMIN 


1215 


co 

LU 

It 

ct 

< 


n n io c o 
o to n N w 


co co co 


n n in 


C’OCNJCOOOCOr-'.OCO 
N N N n n N CO 
CO CM 


CM CO CO 


co a* co m cm *- 


CMCMlOCMCMCOO>»-lf3ir> 


o 

> 



o 

o 


3 S 


LL 1 

p 

t o 

teg 


LU 


—J < 

< o 
z m 

p 

LL. £= 


CD 
CD 
3 

5 _ 

CO O 


o 

It 


LLI CD □ 


CD 
CD 
3 
2 
co CO 
_l z 

S 2 

g I 

LU 3 
CD 5 


E § 
S 1 
£0 S 


b id < 


t 

CD 


5 S 


3 | 
u o 
a w 

s “ 

w < 

I g 
3 S 

X z 


It 

< 


I- 

b 

o 


Kl 

< 

X 

z 

HI 

o 

X 

CL 


It 

< 

UJ 

>- 


CO 

o 

o 

CM 


WORKSITE ENFORCEMENT 



FISCAL SAC PERFORMANCE PERFORMANCE SUBLEVEL TOTAL CRIM ADMIN 


1216 


o a> o o 


(£. 

< 


</> 

ui 

£ 

£ 

< 


ffl (O (D N 


u a: 


o 

i- 

< 


0 


o 


W LU 


o ~ 


°g 


u 2 


5 


5 z 


r- < 

w o 


-J < 

< o 

O h- 
z 




< 

0 


X 0 

o z 
w 

LU 0 
2 0 


t z 

Ll. o 

z t 

g s 
- s 

5 £ 
^ 1 


2 § 


z 

o 


3 2 




0 

O 


0 h 

te o 

< 0 
O H 
Z 0 

< LU 
Z > 

C2 


x o 
o z 

00 -l 
LU 0 
2 0 
5 5 


< 

ct 

LU 

CL 

o 

o 

0 0 

e d 

w 0 

II 

1 i 


UJ Ui 


UJ 

> 

< 

CL 


DC 

< 


y < 


y< 

u z 


X 

\— 

6 

z 

o 


< 

z 

< 


DC 

< 


LU 

>- 


MUNITIONS CONTROL/ILLEGAL EXPORTS 



FISCAL SAC PERFORMANCE PERFORMANCE SUBLEVEL TOTAL CRIM 


1217 


Z CD 

D LLI 
< CE 
CE 
< 


OCMCOOOOJtTCM 
r (M ® Cl CM 


ce 

ce 

< 


< 

o 


O O O O CO o o 


Cn 00 CD 


>- 

b 

> 

i— 

o 

< 


D 

3 


< 

0 

I— 

(0 

LU 

> 

z 


u 

> 

ce 

LU 

00 

>■ 

LU 

Z 

o 


< 

0 


< 

IE 

0 

O 

z 

IE 

O 

0. 

Q 


< X 

0 o 

LU 05 

p I 

s g 

<3 s 

^ £0 

1 h 


£E 

O 


< 

0 


D 

3 


0 

_l 

5 

> 

1- 


u_ 

h- 

CD 

Z 

1— 

CD 

LU 

> 

Z 

Z 

_J 

0 

o 

CE 

1- 

_J 


LL 

LU 

Z 

LU 

CD 

o3 

o 

5 

0 

X 

z 

o 

o 

§ 

o 

3 

0 

l— 

CD 

LU 

z 

LU 

_i 

C/5 

cd 


< 

1- 

< 

_J 

z 

CE 

IE 

Z 

> 

_i 

2 

UJ 

o 

b 

O 

CE 

UJ 

U- 

LU 

Q 

LU 

3 

Z 

0 

2 

LU 

z 

z 

X 

< 

O 

Z 

Z 

UJ 

=5 

\- 

2 

o 

< 

LU 

0 

2 

O 

i- 

a 

0 

0 


0 


Z 

o 

p 

< 

0 

\— 

cd 

LU 

> 

z 


IE 

0 ft 


1 


< 

LU 

CE 

< 


O < 
Zi Z 


< 

O 

o 

0 

LU 

Q 

Z 

< 


CE 

< 


CO 

o 

o 

CM 


WORKSITE ENFORCEMENT 



FISCAL SAC PERFORMANCE PERFORMANCE SUBLEVEL TOTAL CR1M ADMIN 


1218 


(MOD 
C\l CO LTJ 


M t\l (13 


03 CM CM CM 


LU 

P 

t CD 

te 5 

5S 

< CD 

o i= 
z to 
<r ui 


LU 1= 

tz t 

O < O 


Z ± < 

9 2 15 12 


z & 

lu 

pa CD 


2 z £ 


2 g 

CD lu 

z z 

< LU 
CD CD 



£ 

< 

LU 

>- 


o 

o 

CO 

o 

z 


s 

U- 


o: 

cl 

z' 

< 

D 


< 

CO 


HUMAN SMUGGLING/TRAFFICKING 



FISCAL SAC PERFORMANCE PERFORMANCE SUBLEVEL TOTAL CRIM ADMIN 


1219 


a : 
< 


ULi 

<o 

< 

o 


co « W CM CD in Tj- 


CO r N 


o 

CL 

O 

u_ 

z 

£ ? 

co o 


o 

> 


z 

o 


< 

cd 


o 

z 

□ 

CD 

CD 

3 

CO 

X 

C/3 

< 

O 

* 


o 

o 


< 

QC 

CD 

O 

Z 

x 

o 


: < I 

) o o 

1 LU C/3 

s 

j < a: 

; g o 

' tr 

LU 


CO 

1 >- 
? o 


CO O 
CD uj 


o p 

- 9 

_i < 

CD _i 

CD < 

3 2 Q 

S I D 

<, O u_ 

Cl K III 

LU LU Q 

Z X c 

til h J 

CD O L- 


< 

CD 


m cd 


LU P 

> 2 
z z 


z 

o 

< 

g 

L - 

CO 

LU 

> 

z 


u 

> 

x 

UJ 


z 

o 


5 

UJ 

»s 

OS 


f— ^ 
CO O 

l> 

-I < 

< CD 
O I- 
Z CO 

< UJ 

H 


CD 

o 

z 

X 

o 

CL 

Q 

X 

g 

co — 
LU CD 


o 
o 
o 
o 
CD P 
z CO 
□ LU 


CD 
3 

5 _ 
co CD 


LU CD LU 

CO D " 

> CL 

o a 


a: 

o 


UJ 

b z 
y < 
□ z 


b^ 

o < 


I 


LU 

_l 

t 

< 

LU 

CO 


5 


LU 

>- 


< 

CL 


2 

< 


GENERAL SMUGGLING 



FISCAL SAC PERFORMANCE PERFORMANCE SUBLEVEL TOTAL CRIM ADMIN 


1220 




£ 

£ 

< 


£ 

£ 

< 


CO CO CD 


CM CO CO CO CO lO coco 


£ 

o 


< 

o 

UJ 


=d > 
p 
o o 
£ < 


t z 

£ g 

z t 

LLI < 

m 0 


o 

> 

£ 


o 

5 


< 

0 


O 

O 


lg 
: 0 
; UJ 


< , 

0 

P< 
wo o 

^ UJ w 


> UJ 0 s 


< 

0 

LLI 


UJ 0 


=* > 

^ p 

° O 
£ < 


Q 

0 


CO 

Z 

O 


2 

Li. 

1- 

Z 

LU 

UJ 

> 

z 

< 

< 

2 

CO 

Vi 

< 

UJ 

H 

-) 

< 

1- 

X 

co 

< 

< 0 

£ 

O 

3 

5 

Q 

Z 

CO 

< 

CO 

z 

o 

£ 

O 

< 

£ 

u. 

1— 

Z 

UJ 

UJ 

> 

z 

< 

< 

2 

CO 

LU 

5 


£ 

z 

Z 

0 

O 

o 

O h- 

£ 

(0 

0 

£ 


£ 

LU 

2 


£ 

z 

Q 

0 

0 

UJ 

< 

o 

£ 

1- 


Z CO 

LU 

0 

LU 

UJ 

H 

UJ 

Q 

0 

0 

UJ 

< 

< 

O 

z 

z 

2 

h- 

£ 

o 

_l 

< LU 

CD 

0 

£ 

z 

z 

X 

< 

o 

z 

z 

2 

s 

o 

< 

LU 

0 

< 

g 

< 

3 

2> 

>- 

£ 

o 

UJ 

0 

h- 

£ 

o 

< 

LU 

0 

H 

D 

0 

0 

X 

z 

§ 

to 

CD 

Li. ? 

O 

O 

u_ 

0 

2 

o 

H 

o 

0 

0 

X 


< 

0 


< 


LLI 


£ 

< 


LU 

> 

2 

H 


£ 

< 

LU 

> 



□ Z 

=! d 


O 

Q 

z' 

O 


0 

z 

X 

0 

I 


LU 

Q 

2 

I- 

t; 

O 


CO 

o 

o 

CM 


WORKSITE ENFORCEMENT 12 12 202 



1221 


Q LU 
< DC 


E cfl 

28 


-o 

i a 


a c 
2 ° 

-£ js 
D- o. 
ju $> 

A u u 
oo -* *- 
On "O -q 
NO C c 

T * * A 
M JJ 5 ) D 

jr- E E c 


<5 

o < 


S <u 

£ o 

■2 75 


£ c 


oo > „ 

H £ 2 - 
pi n w 
*£ O £ < 

gouo 

ntc t: 
^ <u o u 

rj vj c/> ia 

a .5 .5 .S 

V V V V 



1222 


The following chart shows investigations completed jointly by ICE and other agencies in fiscal 
years 2006, 2007 and 2008 by field office. 
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SAC 

ATLANTA, GA 


BALTIMORE, MD 


SOURCE 

3 - TSA (TRANSPORTATION SECURITY ADMINISTRATION) 

4 - BCiS {BUREAU OF CITIZENSHIP & IMMIGRATION SERVICES) 

5 - OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL (OIG) 

6 - JOINT TERRORISM TASK FORCE (JTTF) 

B - ATF (ALCOHOL TOBACCO & FIREARMS) 

C - CBP - AIR/MARINE OPERATIONS 

D - INTERPOL 

E - CBP INSPECTION & PORT OPERATIONS 
G - USSS (US SECRET SERVICE) 

H - CBP - IMPORT SPECIALISTS 
I - FBI (FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATIONS) 

J - DEA (DRUG ENFORCEMENT ADMINISTRATION) 

0 - IRS (INTERNAL REVENUE SERVICE) 

Q - US ATTORNEY 

S - STATE/LOCAL LAW ENFORCEMENT AGENCY / SOURCE 
U - DEPARTMENT OF TREASURY 

Y - DOC (DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE) 

W - USCG (US COAST GUARD) 

X - ICE - CBP BORDER PATROL / FORMER INS. 

Y - OCDETF (ORGANIZED CRIME DRUG ENFORCEMENT TASK 
FORCE) 

Z -OTHER FEDERAL/STATE/LOCAL AGENCY SOURCE 

SAC TOTAL 

3 - TSA (TRANSPORTATION SECURITY ADMINISTRATION) 

4 - BCIS (BUREAU OF CITIZENSHIP & IMMIGRATION SERVICES) 

5 - OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL (OIG) 

6 - JOINT TERRORISM TASK FORCE (JTTF) 

D - INTERPOL 

E - CBP INSPECTION & PORT OPERATIONS 
H - CBP - IMPORT SPECIALISTS 

1 - FBI (FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATIONS) 

J - DEA (DRUG ENFORCEMENT ADMINISTRATION) 

Q - US ATTORNEY 

S - STATE/LOCAL LAW ENFORCEMENT AGENCY / SOURCE 
U - DEPARTMENT OF TREASURY 
W - USCG (US COAST GUARD) 

X - ICE - CBP BORDER PATROL / FORMER INS. 

Y - OCDETF (ORGANIZED CRIME DRUG ENFORCEMENT TASK 
FORCE) 


SAC TOTAL 


FY06 

FY07 

FY08 

- 

- 

2 

27 

18 

25 

3 

- 

1 

6 

4 

8 

17 

13 

9 

1 

2 

3 

181 

193 

179 

4 

6 

3 

34 

34 

20 

30 

20 

19 

7 

11 

7 


2 5 6 

4 6 

367 253 289 

2 - 1 

2 6 

3 - 1 

6 6 3 


59 

60 

61 

177 

116 

104 

929 

752 

747 

12 

1 

21 

1 

20 

A 

6 

3 

1 

2 

i 

30 

39 

1 

40 

6 

6 

8 

3 

4 

3 

3 

2 

3 

29 

66 

54 


2 

1 

9 

9 

8 

30 

35 

42 

129 

190 

187 


Z -OTHER FEDERAL/STATE/LOCAL AGENCY SOURCE 
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SAC 

BOSTON, MA 


BUFFALO, NY 


SOURCE 

FYQ6 

FY07 

FY08 

0 - ICE - FPS (FEDERAL PROTECTIVE SERVICE) 

1 

1 

2 

3 - TSA (TRANSPORTATION SECURITY ADMINISTRATION) 

2 

- 

2 

4 - BCIS (BUREAU OF CITIZENSHIP & IMMIGRATION SERVICES) 

135 

293 

312 

5 - OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL (OIG) 

1 

1 

1 

6 - JOINT TERRORISM TASK FORCE (JTTF) 

13 

4 

8 

B - ATF (ALCOHOL TOBACCO & FIREARMS) 

7 

5 

4 

C - CBP * AIR/MARINE OPERATIONS 

3 


- 

D- INTERPOL 

- 

1 

2 

E - CBP INSPECTION & PORT OPERATIONS 

87 

70 

85 

G - USSS (US SECRET SERVICE) 

2 

1 

1 

H - CBP - IMPORT SPECIALISTS 

11 

8 

21 

1 - FBI (FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATIONS) 

25 

18 

16 

J - DEA (DRUG ENFORCEMENT ADMINISTRATION) 

20 

9 

11 

0 - IRS (INTERNAL REVENUE SERVICE) 

3 

1 

2 

Q - US ATTORNEY 

5 

4 

7 

S - STATE/LOCAL LAW ENFORCEMENT AGENCY / SOURCE 

146 

120 

152 

U - DEPARTMENT OF TREASURY 

1 

. 


V - DOC (DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE) 

3 

2 

2 

W - USCG (US COAST GUARD) 

- 

- 

1 

X - ICE - CBP BORDER PATROL / FORMER INS. 

Y - OCDETF (ORGANIZED CRIME DRUG ENFORCEMENT TASK 

9 

7 

5 

FORCE) 

64 

67 

65 

Z -OTHER FEDERAL/STATE/LOCAL AGENCY SOURCE 

131 

119 

103 

SAC TOTAL 

669 

734 

804 

3 - TSA (TRANSPORTATION SECURITY ADMINISTRATION) 

- 

- 

2 

4 - BCIS (BUREAU OF CITIZENSHIP & IMMIGRATION SERVICES) 

15 

10 

21 

6 - JOINT TERRORISM TASK FORCE (JTTF) 

3 

13 

6 

B - ATF (ALCOHOL TOBACCO & FIREARMS) 

1 

- 

- 

C - CBP - AIR/MARINE OPERATIONS 

1 

1 

- 

D - INTERPOL 

2 

- 

2 

E - CBP INSPECTION & PORT OPERATIONS 

141 

145 

186 

G - USSS (US SECRET SERVICE) 

3 

2 

2 

H - CBP - IMPORT SPECIALISTS 

41 

46 

28 

I - FBI (FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATIONS) 

13 

11 

13 

J - DEA (DRUG ENFORCEMENT ADMINISTRATION) 

9 

10 

8 

0 - IRS (INTERNAL REVENUE SERVICE) 

- 

1 

1 

Q-US ATTORNEY 

1 

3 

5 

S - STATE/LOCAL LAW ENFORCEMENT AGENCY f SOURCE 

78 

47 

69 

U - DEPARTMENT OF TREASURY 


1 


W - USCG (US COAST GUARD) 

- 

- 

1 

X - ICE - CBP BORDER PATROL / FORMER INS. 

Y - OCDETF (ORGANIZED CRIME DRUG ENFORCEMENT TASK 

10 

10 

18 

FORCE) 

34 

33 

33 
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SAC 


CHICAGO, 1L 


DALLAS, TX 


SOURCE 

FY06 

FY07 

FYO0 

Z -OTHER FEDERAL/STATE/LOCAL AGENCY SOURCE 

101 

102 

97 

SAC TOTAL 

453 

435 

492 

0 - ICE - FPS (FEDERAL PROTECTIVE SERVICE) 

2 

5 

- 

3 - TSA (TRANSPORTATION SECURITY ADMINISTRATION) 

10 

4 

- 

4 - BCIS (BUREAU OF CITIZENSHIP & IMMIGRATION SERVICES) 

28 

32 

60 

5 - OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL (OIG) 

2 

5 

2 

6 - JOINT TERRORISM TASK FORCE (JTTF) 

12 

13 

17 

B - ATF (ALCOHOL TOBACCO & FIREARMS) 

6 

13 

10 

C - CBP - AIR/MARINE OPERATIONS 

5 

6 


D - INTERPOL 

2 

1 

4 

E - CBP INSPECTION & PORT OPERATIONS 

435 

396 

280 

G - USSS (US SECRET SERVICE) 

3 

1 

6 

H - CBP - IMPORT SPECIALISTS 

13 

17 

12 

1 - FBI (FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATIONS) 

29 

21 

31 

J - DEA (DRUG ENFORCEMENT ADMINISTRATION) 

31 

27 

32 

0 - IRS (INTERNAL REVENUE SERVICE) 

3 

1 

1 

Q - US ATTORNEY 

8 

10 

13 

S - STATE/LOCAL LAW ENFORCEMENT AGENCY / SOURCE 

466 

353 

376 

U - DEPARTMENT OF TREASURY 

2 

2 

1 

V - DOC (DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE) 

4 

12 

6 

W - USCG (US COAST GUARD) 

1 

- 

- 

X - ICE - CBP BORDER PATROL / FORMER INS. 

Y - OCDETF (ORGANIZED CRIME DRUG ENFORCEMENT TASK 

4 

2 

4 

FORCE) 

66 

70 

70 

Z -OTHER FEDERAL/STATE/LOCAL AGENCY SOURCE 

202 

180 

193 

SAC TOTAL 

1334 

1171 

1118 

0 - ICE - FPS (FEDERAL PROTECTIVE SERVICE) 

3 

1 

. 

3 - TSA (TRANSPORTATION SECURITY ADMINISTRATION) 

- 

2 

- 

4 - BCIS (BUREAU OF CITIZENSHIP & IMMIGRATION SERVICES) 

219 

220 

239 

5 - OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL (OIG) 

2 

1 

1 

6 - JOINT TERRORISM TASK FORCE (JTTF) 

7 

4 

7 

B - ATF (ALCOHOL TOBACCO & FIREARMS) 

4 

8 

6 

C - CBP - AIR/MARINE OPERATIONS 

- 

1 

4 

D - INTERPOL 

15 

17 

26 

E - CBP INSPECTION & PORT OPERATIONS 

69 

106 

84 

G - USSS (US SECRET SERVICE) 

1 

1 

2 

H - CBP - IMPORT SPECIALISTS 

3 

1 

. 

1 - FBI (FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATIONS) 

14 

13 

13 

J - DEA (DRUG ENFORCEMENT ADMINISTRATION) 

7 

18 

14 

0 - IRS (INTERNAL REVENUE SERVICE) 

1 

3 

1 

Q - US ATTORNEY 

1 

1 

3 
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SAC 


DENVER, CO 


DETROIT, Ml 


SOURCE 

5 - STATE/LOCAL LAW ENFORCEMENT AGENCY I SOURCE 
U - DEPARTMENT OF TREASURY 

V - DOC (DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE) 

W - USCG (US COAST GUARD) 

X - ICE - CBP BORDER PATROL / FORMER INS. 

Y - OCDETF (ORGANIZED CRIME DRUG ENFORCEMENT TASK 
FORCE) 

Z -OTHER FEDERAL/STATE/LOCAL AGENCY SOURCE 

SAC TOTAL 

3 - TSA (TRANSPORTATION SECURITY ADMINISTRATION) 

4 - BCIS (BUREAU OF CITIZENSHIP & IMMIGRATION SERVICES) 

6 - JOINT TERRORISM TASK FORCE (JTTF) 

B - ATF (ALCOHOL TOBACCO & FIREARMS) 

C - CBP - AIR/MARINE OPERATIONS 

E - CBP INSPECTION & PORT OPERATIONS 
G - USSS (US SECRET SERVICE) 

H - CBP - IMPORT SPECIALISTS 
I - FBI (FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATIONS) 

J - DEA (DRUG ENFORCEMENT ADMINISTRATION) 

O - IRS (INTERNAL REVENUE SERVICE) 

Q- US ATTORNEY 

5 - STATE/LOCAL LAW ENFORCEMENT AGENCY / SOURCE 
U - DEPARTMENT OF TREASURY 

V - DOC (DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE) 

X - ICE - CBP BORDER PATROL / FORMER INS. 

Y - OCDETF (ORGANIZED CRIME DRUG ENFORCEMENT TASK 
FORCE) 

Z -OTHER FEDERAL/STATE/LOCAL AGENCY SOURCE 

SAC TOTAL 

0 - ICE - FPS (FEDERAL PROTECTIVE SERVICE) 

3 - TSA (TRANSPORTATION SECURITY ADMINISTRATION) 

4 - BCIS (BUREAU OF CITIZENSHIP & IMMIGRATION SERVICES) 

5 - OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL (OIG) 

6 - JOINT TERRORISM TASK FORCE (JTTF) 

B - ATF (ALCOHOL TOBACCO & FIREARMS) 

C - CBP - AIR/MARINE OPERATIONS 

D - INTERPOL 

E - CBP INSPECTION & PORT OPERATIONS 
G - USSS (US SECRET SERVICE) 

H - CBP - IMPORT SPECIALISTS 


FY06 

FY07 

FY08 

126 

243 

174 

1 

1 

- 

- 

1 

3 

12 

13 

13 

32 

34 

32 

74 

69 

74 

592 

758 

696 

2 

1 

2 

5 

8 

6 

3 

2 

9 

6 

6 

6 

1 

1 

2 

46 

32 

34 

2 

4 

2 

16 

12 

13 

12 

10 

8 

2 

- 

3 

5 

3 

4 

196 

238 

263 

2 

1 

1 

2 



11 

3 

6 

80 

76 

79 

63 

62 

63 

454 

460 

502 

” 

“ 

1 

5 

30 

25 

29 

1 

- 

2 

13 

12 

9 

1 

2 

2 

3 

- 

1 

- 

1 

2 

270 

242 

224 

2 

4 

2 

9 

6 

0 

20 

23 

13 

17 

10 

13 


I - FBI (FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATIONS) 

J - DEA (DRUG ENFORCEMENT ADMINISTRATION) 
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SAC 


EL PASO. TX 


HONOLULU, HI 


SOURCE 

FY06 

FY07 

FY08 

0 - IRS (INTERNAL REVENUE SERVICE) 

4 

1 

1 

Q - US ATTORNEY 

4 

10 

11 

S - STATE/LOCAL LAW ENFORCEMENT AGENCY / SOURCE 

119 

149 

199 

U - DEPARTMENT OF TREASURY 

3 

- 

1 

V - DOC (DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE) 

2 

5 

3 

X - ICE - CBP BORDER PATROL / FORMER INS. 

Y - OCDETF (ORGANIZED CRIME DRUG ENFORCEMENT TASK 

26 

7 

2 

FORCE) 

35 

32 

32 

Z -OTHER FEDERAL/STATE/LOCAL AGENCY SOURCE 

148 

126 

90 

SAC TOTAL 

707 

663 

650 

0 - ICE - FPS (FEDERAL PROTECTIVE SERVICE) 

1 

- 

- 

3 - TSA (TRANSPORTATION SECURITY ADMINISTRATION) 

- 

1 

- 

4 - BCIS (BUREAU OF CITIZENSHIP & IMMIGRATION SERVICES) 

8 

13 

15 

6 - JOINT TERRORISM TASK FORCE (JTTF) 

11 

3 

5 

B - ATF (ALCOHOL TOBACCO & FIREARMS) 

2 

1 

2 

C - CBP - AIR/MARINE OPERATIONS 

2 

- 

2 

E - CBP INSPECTION & PORT OPERATIONS 

1001 

1292 

1716 

H - CBP - IMPORT SPECIALISTS 

5 

3 

2 

1 - FBI (FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATIONS) 

11 

6 

2 

J - DEA (DRUG ENFORCEMENT ADMINISTRATION) 

7 

6 

4 

Q - US ATTORNEY 

2 

1 

1 

S - STATE/LOCAL LAW ENFORCEMENT AGENCY / SOURCE 

67 

87 

141 

V - DOC (DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE) 

1 

- 

- 

W - USCG (US COAST GUARD) 

- 

1 

- 

X - ICE - CBP BORDER PATROL / FORMER INS. 

Y - OCDETF (ORGANIZED CRIME DRUG ENFORCEMENT TASK 

162 

203 

247 

FORCE) 

50 

49 

49 

Z -OTHER FEDERAL/STATE/LOCAL AGENCY SOURCE 

81 

95 

68 

SAC TOTAL 

1411 

1761 

2254 

3 - TSA (TRANSPORTATION SECURITY ADMINISTRATION) 

- 

1 

40 

4 - BCIS (BUREAU OF CITIZENSHIP & IMMIGRATION SERVICES) 

4 

5 

2 

5 - OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL (OIG) 

- 


1 

6 - JOINT TERRORISM TASK FORCE (JTTF) 

- 

1 

1 

B - ATF (ALCOHOL TOBACCO & FIREARMS) 

- 

1 

2 

D - INTERPOL 

- 


1 

E - CBP INSPECTION & PORT OPERATIONS 

25 

44 

49 

G - USSS (US SECRET SERVICE) 

1 

- 


H - CBP - IMPORT SPECIALISTS 

1 

1 

- 

1 - FBI (FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATIONS) 

5 

16 

8 

J - DEA (DRUG ENFORCEMENT ADMINISTRATION) 

32 

33 

11 

0 - IRS (INTERNAL REVENUE SERVICE) 

1 

1 

- 

Q - US ATTORNEY 

4 

- 

2 

S - STATE/LOCAL LAW ENFORCEMENT AGENCY / SOURCE 

35 

95 

89 
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SAC 


HOUSTON, TX 


LOS ANGELES, CA 


SOURCE 

FY06 

FY07 

FYQ8 

U - DEPARTMENT OF TREASURY 


1 

- 

V- DOC (DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE) 

1 

1 

2 

W - USCG (US COAST GUARD) 


2 

1 

X - ICE - CBP BORDER PATROL / FORMER INS. 

Y - OCDETF (ORGANIZED CRIME DRUG ENFORCEMENT TASK 

1 

3 

2 

FORCE) 

9 

8 

9 

Z -OTHER FEDERAL/STATE/LOCAL AGENCY SOURCE 

39 

42 

66 

SAC TOTAL 

158 

256 

288 

3 - TSA (TRANSPORTATION SECURITY ADMINISTRATION) 

- 

- 

1 

4 - BCIS (BUREAU OF CITIZENSHIP & IMMIGRATION SERVICES) 

19 

21 

40 

5 - OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL (OIG) 

1 

- 

- 

6 - JOINT TERRORISM TASK FORCE (JTTF) 

11 

12 

21 

B - ATF (ALCOHOL TOBACCO & FIREARMS) 

7 

4 

4 

C - CBP - AIR/MARINE OPERATIONS 

7 

12 

3 

D - INTERPOL 

1 

4 

- 

E - CBP INSPECTION & PORT OPERATIONS 

159 

137 

110 

G - USSS (US SECRET SERVICE) 


1 

- 

H - CBP - IMPORT SPECIALISTS 

5 

29 

31 

1 - FBI (FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATIONS) 

8 

8 

4 

J - DEA (DRUG ENFORCEMENT ADMINISTRATION) 

27 

16 

20 

0 - IRS (INTERNAL REVENUE SERVICE) 

1 


1 

Q - US ATTORNEY 

1 

1 

3 

S - STAT0LOCAL LAW ENFORCEMENT AGENCY / SOURCE 

185 

201 

124 

U - DEPARTMENT OF TREASURY 

1 

2 


V- DOC (DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE) 

1 

- 

1 

W - USCG (US COAST GUARD) 

2 

3 


X - ICE - CBP BORDER PATROL / FORMER INS. 

Y - OCDETF (ORGANIZED CRIME DRUG ENFORCEMENT TASK 

317 

263 

425 

FORCE) 

27 

25 

24 

Z -OTHER FEDERAL/STATE/LOCAL AGENCY SOURCE 

73 

74 

62 

SAC TOTAL 

853 

813 

874 

3 - TSA (TRANSPORTATION SECURITY ADMINISTRATION) 

- 

- 

4 

4 - BCIS (BUREAU OF CITIZENSHIP & IMMIGRATION SERVICES) 

260 

208 

226 

5 - OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL (OIG) 

- 

5 

6 

6 - JOINT TERRORISM TASK FORCE (JTTF) 

26 

18 

25 

B - ATF (ALCOHOL TOBACCO & FIREARMS) 

5 

4 

3 

C - CBP - AIR/MARINE OPERATIONS 

- 

4 

- 

D - INTERPOL 

3 

10 

6 

E - CBP INSPECTION & PORT OPERATIONS 

164 

227 

216 

G - USSS (US SECRET SERVICE) 

3 

- 


H - CBP - IMPORT SPECIALISTS 

9 

3 

5 

1 - FBI (FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATIONS) 

56 

69 

57 
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SAC 


MIAMI, FL 


NEW ORLEANS, 
LA 


SOURCE 

FY06 

FY07 

FY08 

J - DEA (DRUG ENFORCEMENT ADMINISTRATION) 

16 

15 

14 

0 - IRS (INTERNAL REVENUE SERVICE) 

5 

1 

2 

Q - US ATTORNEY 

9 

6 

9 

S - STATE/LOCAL LAW ENFORCEMENT AGENCY / SOURCE 

295 

216 

223 

U - DEPARTMENT OF TREASURY 

2 

2 

1 

V - DOC (DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE) 

2 

3 

2 

W - USCG (US COAST GUARD) 

1 

1 

1 

X - ICE - CBP BORDER PATROL / FORMER INS. 

Y - OCDETF (ORGANIZED CRIME DRUG ENFORCEMENT TASK 

7 

6 

3 

FORCE) 

38 

38 

40 

Z -OTHER FEDERAL/STATE/LOCAL AGENCY SOURCE 

214 

271 

189 

SAC TOTAL 

1115 

1107 

1032 

0 - ICE - FPS (FEDERAL PROTECTIVE SERVICE) 

- 


1 

3 - TSA (TRANSPORTATION SECURITY ADMINISTRATION) 

6 

5 

9 

4 - BCIS (BUREAU OF CITIZENSHIP & IMMIGRATION SERVICES) 

49 

44 

48 

5 - OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL (OIG) 

1 

1 

1 

6 - JOINT TERRORISM TASK FORCE (JTTF) 

6 

2 

38 

B - ATF (ALCOHOL TOBACCO & FIREARMS) 

2 

6 

12 

C - CBP - AIR/MARINE OPERATIONS 

8 

12 

14 

D - INTERPOL 

11 

8 

6 

E - CBP INSPECTION & PORT OPERATIONS 

555 

444 

243 

G - USSS (US SECRET SERVICE) 

3 

4 

1 

H - CBP - IMPORT SPECIALISTS 

4 

3 

4 

1 - FBI (FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATIONS) 

26 

18 

21 

J - DEA (DRUG ENFORCEMENT ADMINISTRATION) 

40 

31 

30 

0 - IRS (INTERNAL REVENUE SERVICE) 

1 

2 


Q - US ATTORNEY 

4 

3 

7 

S - STATE/LOCAL LAW ENFORCEMENT AGENCY / SOURCE 

179 

206 

154 

U - DEPARTMENT OF TREASURY 

1 

. 

1 

V - DOC (DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE) 

2 

6 

3 

W - USCG (US COAST GUARD) 

36 

35 

54 

X - ICE - CBP BORDER PATROL / FORMER INS. 

Y - OCDETF (ORGANIZED CRIME DRUG ENFORCEMENT TASK 

21 

12 

8 

FORCE) 

45 

48 

47 

Z -OTHER FEDERAL/STATE/LOCAL AGENCY SOURCE 

182 

219 

223 

SAC TOTAL 

1182 

1109 

925 

0 - ICE - FPS (FEDERAL PROTECTIVE SERVICE) 

- 


3 

3 - TSA (TRANSPORTATION SECURITY ADMINISTRATION) 

3 

1 

- 

4 - BCIS (BUREAU OF CITIZENSHIP & IMMIGRATION SERVICES) 

10 

21 

11 

5 - OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL (OIG) 

- 

- 

1 

6 - JOINT TERRORISM TASK FORCE (JTTF) 

5 

- 

7 
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SAC 


NEW YORK, NY 


SOURCE 

B - ATF (ALCOHOL TOBACCO & FIREARMS) 

C - CBP - AIR/MARiNE OPERATIONS 
D - INTERPOL 

E - CBP INSPECTION & PORT OPERATIONS 
G - USSS (US SECRET SERVICE) 

H - CBP - IMPORT SPECIALISTS 
I - FBI (FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATIONS) 

J - DEA (DRUG ENFORCEMENT ADMINISTRATION) 

O - IRS (INTERNAL REVENUE SERVICE) 

Q - US ATTORNEY 

S - STATE/LOCAL LAW ENFORCEMENT AGENCY / SOURCE 
U - DEPARTMENT OF TREASURY 

V - DOC (DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE) 

W - USCG (US COAST GUARD) 

X - ICE - CBP BORDER PATROL / FORMER INS. 

Y - OCDETF (ORGANIZED CRIME DRUG ENFORCEMENT TASK 
FORCE) 

Z -OTHER FEDERAL/STATE/LOCAL AGENCY SOURCE 

SAC TOTAL 


0 - ICE - FPS (FEDERAL PROTECTIVE SERVICE) 

3 - TSA (TRANSPORTATION SECURITY ADMINISTRATION) 

4 - BCIS (BUREAU OF CITIZENSHIP & IMMIGRATION SERVICES) 

5 - OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL (OIG) 

6 - JOINT TERRORISM TASK FORCE (JTTF) 

B - ATF (ALCOHOL TOBACCO & FIREARMS) 

C - CBP - AIR/MARINE OPERATIONS 

D - INTERPOL 

E - CBP INSPECTION & PORT OPERATIONS 
G - USSS (US SECRET SERVICE) 

H - CBP - IMPORT SPECIALISTS 

1 - FBI (FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATIONS) 

J - DEA (DRUG ENFORCEMENT ADMINISTRATION) 

O - IRS (INTERNAL REVENUE SERVICE) 

Q - US ATTORNEY 

S - STATE/LOCAL LAW ENFORCEMENT AGENCY / SOURCE 
U - DEPARTMENT OF TREASURY 

V - DOC (DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE) 

W - USCG (US COAST GUARD) 

X - ICE - CBP BORDER PATROL / FORMER INS. 

Y - OCDETF (ORGANIZED CRIME DRUG ENFORCEMENT TASK 
FORCE) 


SAC TOTAL 


FY06 FY07 FY08 
8 9 8 

3 - 1 

2 7 2 

115 133 103 

2 1 2 

5 2 6 


28 

35 

27 

23 

18 

14 

5 

5 

I 

10 

362 

385 

289 

- 

2 


- 

2 

2 

5 

9 

15 

87 

91 

90 

121 

129 

119 

785 

852 

711 

; 

8 

1 

2 

76 

77 

88 

1 

1 

2 

4 

1 

9 

24 

1 

5 

2 

1 

6 

373 

433 

352 

1 

2 

4 

3 


4 

9 

10 

13 

8 

29 

15 

- 

2 

- 

2 

7 

15 

131 

137 

131 

- 

- 

2 

1 

3 

4 

2 

. 

- 

2 

5 

6 

43 

58 

66 

217 

260 

264 

880 

1043 

1000 


Z -OTHER FEDERAL/STATE/LOCAL AGENCY SOURCE 
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SAC 

NEWARK, NJ 


PHILADELPHIA, 

PA 


SOURCE 

FY06 

FY07 

FY08 

3 - TSA (TRANSPORTATION SECURITY ADMINISTRATION) 

- 

1 

1 

4 - BCIS (BUREAU OF CITIZENSHIP & IMMIGRATION SERVICES) 

5 

9 

10 

5 - OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL (OIG) 


- 

1 

6 - JOINT TERRORISM TASK FORCE (JTTF) 

2 

4 

3 

B - ATF (ALCOHOL TOBACCO & FIREARMS) 


1 


D - INTERPOL 


1 

1 

E - CBP INSPECTION & PORT OPERATIONS 

91 

104 

60 

G - USSS (US SECRET SERVICE) 

2 


- 

H - CBP - IMPORT SPECIALISTS 

4 

4 

4 

1 - FBI (FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATIONS) 

11 

18 

2 

J - DEA (DRUG ENFORCEMENT ADMINISTRATION) 

11 

15 

8 

0 - IRS (INTERNAL REVENUE SERVICE) 

2 


- 

Q - US ATTORNEY 

5 

4 

3 

S - STATE/LOCAL LAW ENFORCEMENT AGENCY / SOURCE 

33 

34 

18 

U - DEPARTMENT OF TREASURY 

2 

2 

1 

V - DOC (DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE) 

2 

1 

- 

W - USCG (US COAST GUARD) 

- 

- 

1 

X - ICE - CBP BORDER PATROL / FORMER INS. 

Y - OCDETF (ORGANIZED CRIME DRUG ENFORCEMENT TASK 

2 

5 

- 

FORCE) 

14 

14 

14 

Z -OTHER FEDERAL/STATE/LOCAL AGENCY SOURCE 

86 

94 

45 

SAC TOTAL 

272 

311 

172 

0 - ICE - FPS (FEDERAL PROTECTIVE SERVICE) 

- 

2 

1 

4 - BCIS (BUREAU OF CITIZENSHIP & IMMIGRATION SERVICES) 

12 

15 

17 

5 - OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL (OIG) 

1 

. 

- 

6 - JOINT TERRORISM TASK FORCE (JTTF) 

12 

13 

28 

B - ATF (ALCOHOL TOBACCO & FIREARMS) 

- 

- 

1 

C - CBP - AIR/MARINE OPERATIONS 

1 

- 

1 

D - INTERPOL 

2 

2 

- 

E - CBP INSPECTION & PORT OPERATIONS 

66 

48 

50 

G - USSS (US SECRET SERVICE) 

2 

1 

- 

H - CBP - IMPORT SPECIALISTS 

12 

13 

16 

1 - FBI (FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATIONS) 

9 

10 

8 

J - DEA (DRUG ENFORCEMENT ADMINISTRATION) 

5 

4 

2 

0 - IRS (INTERNAL REVENUE SERVICE) 

1 

2 

3 

Q - US ATTORNEY 

4 

3 

4 

S - STATE/LOCAL LAW ENFORCEMENT AGENCY / SOURCE 

89 

90 

140 

U - DEPARTMENT OF TREASURY 

1 

1 

- 

V - DOC (DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE) 

1 


- 

W - USCG (US COAST GUARD) 

1 

- 

- 


X - ICE - CBP BORDER PATROL / FORMER INS. 


5 
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SAC 


PHOENIX, A2 


SAINT PAUL, MN 


SOURCE 

Y - OCDETF (ORGANIZED CRIME DRUG ENFORCEMENT TASK 

FY06 

FY07 

FY08 

FORCE) 

25 

25 

30 

Z -OTHER FEDERAL/STATE/LOCAL AGENCY SOURCE 

79 

68 

93 

SAC TOTAL 

328 

297 

394 

3 - TSA (TRANSPORTATION SECURITY ADMINISTRATION) 

- 

1 

1 

4 - BCIS (BUREAU OF CITIZENSHIP & IMMIGRATION SERVICES) 

5 

12 

10 

5 - OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL (OIG) 

- 

1 


6 - JOINT TERRORISM TASK FORCE (JTTF) 

2 

- 

3 

B - ATF (ALCOHOL TOBACCO & FIREARMS) 

3 

9 

10 

C - CBP - AIR/MARINE OPERATIONS 

1 

2 


D - INTERPOL 

1 

1 


E - CBP INSPECTION & PORT OPERATIONS 

698 

629 

527 

H - CBP - IMPORT SPECIALISTS 

1 

1 


1 - FBI (FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATIONS) 

15 

9 

6 

J - DEA (DRUG ENFORCEMENT ADMINISTRATION) 

7 

7 

7 

Q - US ATTORNEY 

4 

4 

6 

S - STATE/LOCAL LAW ENFORCEMENT AGENCY / SOURCE 

147 

251 

375 

V - DOC (DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE) 

1 

1 


X - ICE - CBP BORDER PATROL / FORMER INS. 

Y - OCDETF (ORGANIZED CRIME DRUG ENFORCEMENT TASK 

46 

26 

38 

FORCE) 

40 

40 

40 

Z -OTHER FEDERAL/STATE/LOCAL AGENCY SOURCE 

84 

54 

54 

SAC TOTAL 

1055 

1048 

1077 

3 - TSA (TRANSPORTATION SECURITY ADMINISTRATION) 

2 

- 

1 

4 - BCIS (BUREAU OF CITIZENSHIP & IMMIGRATION SERVICES) 

24 

31 

37 

5 - OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL (OIG) 

2 

1 

- 

6 - JOINT TERRORISM TASK FORCE (JTTF) 

4 

5 

- 

B - ATF (ALCOHOL TOBACCO & FIREARMS) 

1 

5 

3 

C - CBP - AIR/MARINE OPERATIONS 

1 

- 

2 

D- INTERPOL 

- 

1 

2 

E - CBP INSPECTION & PORT OPERATIONS 

54 

54 

56 

G - USSS (US SECRET SERVICE) 

2 

- 

1 

H - CBP - IMPORT SPECIALISTS 

9 

6 

2 

1 - FBI (FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATIONS) 

10 

10 

12 

J - DEA (DRUG ENFORCEMENT ADMINISTRATION) 

19 

21 

15 

0 - IRS (INTERNAL REVENUE SERVICE) 

- 

2 

- 

Q- US ATTORNEY 

4 

4 

10 

S - STATE/LOCAL LAW ENFORCEMENT AGENCY / SOURCE 

227 

207 

230 

V - DOC (DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE) 

1 

1 

3 

X - ICE - CBP BORDER PATROL / FORMER INS. 

Y - OCDETF (ORGANIZED CRIME DRUG ENFORCEMENT TASK 

15 

10 

11 

FORCE) 

66 

71 

66 
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SAC 


SAN ANTONIO, TX 


SAN DIEGO, CA 


SOURCE 

FY06 

FY07 

FY08 

2 -OTHER FEDERAL/STATE/LOCAL AGENCY SOURCE 

100 

74 

90 

SAC TOTAL 

541 

506 

542 

0 - ICE - FPS (FEDERAL PROTECTIVE SERVICE) 

1 

- 

- 

3 - TSA (TRANSPORTATION SECURITY ADMINISTRATION) 

2 

- 


4 - BCIS (BUREAU OF CITIZENSHIP & IMMIGRATION SERVICES) 

30 

56 

51 

5 - OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL (OiG) 

- 

3 

3 

6 - JOINT TERRORISM TASK FORCE (JTTF) 

14 

3 

5 

B - ATF (ALCOHOL TOBACCO & FIREARMS) 

6 

9 

7 

C - CBP - AIR/MARINE OPERATIONS 

4 

2 

2 

E - CBP INSPECTION & PORT OPERATIONS 

771 

549 

633 

G - USSS (US SECRET SERVICE) 

2 

- 

- 

H - CBP - IMPORT SPECIALISTS 

38 

43 

8 

1 - FBI (FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATIONS) 

14 

6 

2 

J - DEA (DRUG ENFORCEMENT ADMINISTRATION) 

17 

22 

8 

0 - IRS (INTERNAL REVENUE SERVICE) 

- 

- 

1 

Q - US ATTORNEY 

7 

7 

10 

S - STATE/LOCAL LAW ENFORCEMENT AGENCY / SOURCE 

146 

167 

142 

U - DEPARTMENT OF TREASURY 

- 

- 

2 

V - DOC (DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE) 

2 

1 

- 

W - USCG (US COAST GUARD) 

- 

4 

1 

X - ICE - CBP BORDER PATROL / FORMER INS. 

Y - OCDETF (ORGANIZED CRIME DRUG ENFORCEMENT TASK 

63 

94 

107 

FORCE) 

43 

42 

41 

Z -OTHER FEDERAL/STATE/LOCAL AGENCY SOURCE 

87 

99 

76 

SAC TOTAL 

1247 

1107 

1099 

3 - TSA (TRANSPORTATION SECURITY ADMINISTRATION) 

1 

1 

1 

4 - BCIS (BUREAU OF CITIZENSHIP & IMMIGRATION SERVICES) 

11 

7 

6 

6 - JOINT TERRORISM TASK FORCE (JTTF) 

6 

2 

- 

C - CBP - AIR/MARINE OPERATIONS 

6 

4 

5 

E - CBP INSPECTION & PORT OPERATIONS 

1789 

1788 

1910 

G - USSS (US SECRET SERVICE) 

1 

- 

- 

H - CBP - IMPORT SPECIALISTS 

12 

23 

11 

1 - FBI (FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATIONS) 

8 

13 

7 

J - DEA (DRUG ENFORCEMENT ADMINISTRATION) 

9 

10 

12 

0 - IRS (INTERNAL REVENUE SERVICE) 

1 

1 

- 

Q - US ATTORNEY 

- 

5 

1 

S - STATE/LOCAL LAW ENFORCEMENT AGENCY / SOURCE 

19 

23 

25 

V - DOC (DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE) 

- 

2 

1 

W - USCG (US COAST GUARD) 

6 

4 

2 

X - ICE - CBP BORDER PATROL / FORMER INS. 

Y - OCDETF (ORGANIZED CRIME DRUG ENFORCEMENT TASK 

11 

15 

14 

FORCE) 

20 

21 

22 
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SAC 


SAN FRANCISCO, 
CA 


SAN JUAN, PR 


SOURCE 

FY06 

FY07 

FY08 

Z -OTHER FEDERAL/STATE/LOCAL AGENCY SOURCE 

57 

58 

56 

SAC TOTAL 

1957 

1977 

2073 

0 - ICE - FPS (FEDERAL PROTECTIVE SERVICE) 

- 

- 

1 

3 - TSA (TRANSPORTATION SECURITY ADMINISTRATION) 


2 

2 

4 - BC1S (BUREAU OF CITIZENSHIP & IMMIGRATION SERVICES) 

48 

29 

21 

5 - OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL (Oi G) 

- 

1 

- 

6 - JOINT TERRORISM TASK FORCE (JTTF) 

7 

15 

9 

B - ATF (ALCOHOL TOBACCO & FIREARMS) 

1 

- 

2 

C - CBP - AIR/MARINE OPERATIONS 

2 

- 

2 

D - INTERPOL 

3 

4 

- 

E - CBP INSPECTION & PORT OPERATIONS 

113 

122 

99 

G - USSS (US SECRET SERVICE) 

2 

2 

- 

H - CBP - IMPORT SPECIALISTS 

11 

7 

9 

1 - FBI (FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATIONS) 

11 

27 

18 

J - DEA (DRUG ENFORCEMENT ADMINISTRATION) 

14 

22 

9 

0 - IRS (INTERNAL REVENUE SERVICE) 

2 

2 

2 

Q - US ATTORNEY 

8 

6 

7 

S - STATE/LOCAL LAW ENFORCEMENT AGENCY / SOURCE 

206 

217 

126 

U - DEPARTMENT OF TREASURY 

5 

4 

- 

V - DOC (DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE) 

- 

2 

- 

W - USCG (US COAST GUARD) 

1 

1 

10 

X - ICE - CBP BORDER PATROL / FORMER INS. 

Y - OCDETF (ORGANIZED CRIME DRUG ENFORCEMENT TASK 

1 

3 

8 

FORCE) 

45 

44 

44 

Z -OTHER FEDERAL/STATE/LOCAL AGENCY SOURCE 

143 

153 

127 

SAC TOTAL 

623 

663 

496 

3 - TSA (TRANSPORTATION SECURITY ADMINISTRATION) 


1 

1 

4 - BCIS (BUREAU OF CITIZENSHIP & IMMIGRATION SERVICES) 

19 

49 

36 

5 - OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL (OIG) 

1 

- 

- 

6 - JOINT TERRORISM TASK FORCE (JTTF) 

1 

1 

1 

B - ATF (ALCOHOL TOBACCO & FIREARMS) 

6 

1 

1 

C - CBP - AIR/MARINE OPERATIONS 

5 

6 

7 

D - INTERPOL 

1 


- 

E - CBP INSPECTION & PORT OPERATIONS 

225 

254 

290 

G - USSS (US SECRET SERVICE) 

1 

1 

- 

H - CBP - IMPORT SPECIALISTS 

3 

3 

1 

1 - FBI (FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATIONS) 

11 

7 

6 

J - DEA (DRUG ENFORCEMENT ADMINISTRATION) 

25 

12 

9 

Q - US ATTORNEY 

1 

1 

1 

S - STATE/LOCAL LAW ENFORCEMENT AGENCY / SOURCE 

47 

168 

179 


U - DEPARTMENT OF TREASURY 


1 
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SAC SOURCE 

FY06 

FY07 

FY08 

V - DOC (DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE) 

W - USCG (US COAST GUARD) 

10 

1 

3 

1 

7 

X - ICE - CBP BORDER PATROL / FORMER INS 

7 

- 

- 

Y - OCDETF (ORGANIZED CRIME DRUG ENFORCEMENT TASK 
FORCE) 

33 

33 

32 

Z -OTHER FEDERAL/STATE/LOCAL AGENCY SOURCE 

38 

45 

34 

SAC TOTAL 

434 

587 

606 

SEATTLE WA 

3 - TSA (TRANSPORTATION SECURITY ADMINISTRATION) 

5 

3 

2 

4 - BCIS (BUREAU OF CITIZENSHIP & IMMIGRATION SERVICES) 

13 

22 

14 

6 - JOINT TERRORISM TASK FORCE (JTTF) 

7 

7 

21 

B - ATF (ALCOHOL TOBACCO & FIREARMS) 

6 

5 

6 

C - CBP - AIR/MARINE OPERATIONS 

2 

3 

3 

E - CBP INSPECTION & PORT OPERATIONS 

181 

193 

153 

G - USSS (US SECRET SERVICE) 

3 

1 

- 

H - CBP - IMPORT SPECIALISTS 

19 

22 

19 

1 - FBI (FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATIONS) 

14 

22 

16 

J - DEA (DRUG ENFORCEMENT ADMINISTRATION) 

0 - IRS (INTERNAL REVENUE SERVICE) 

23 

30 

17 

1 

Q - US ATTORNEY 

10 

32 

9 

S - STATE/LOCAL LAW ENFORCEMENT AGENCY / SOURCE 

191 

302 

224 

U - DEPARTMENT OF TREASURY 

- 

1 


V - DOC (DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE) 

1 

3 

1 

W - USCG (US COAST GUARD) 

3 

2 

1 

X - ICE - CBP BORDER PATROL / FORMER INS. 

Y - OCDETF (ORGANIZED CRIME DRUG ENFORCEMENT TASK 

26 

22 

12 

FORCE) 

72 

68 

67 

Z -OTHER FEDERAL/STATE/LOCAL AGENCY SOURCE 

146 

136 

128 

SAC TOTAL 

722 

874 

694 

TAMPA, FL 3 . TSA (TRANSPORTATION SECURITY ADMINISTRATION) 

5 

1 

6 

4 - BCIS (BUREAU OF CITIZENSHIP & IMMIGRATION SERVICES) 

5 - OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL (OIG) 

51 

1 

58 

55 

6 - JOINT TERRORISM TASK FORCE (JTTF) 

13 

11 

12 

B - ATF (ALCOHOL TOBACCO & FIREARMS) 

3 

1 

6 

C - CBP - AIR/MARINE OPERATIONS 


5 

- 

D - INTERPOL 

4 

10 

4 

E - CBP INSPECTION & PORT OPERATIONS 

91 

98 

63 

G - USSS (US SECRET SERVICE) 

3 

4 

1 

H - CBP - IMPORT SPECIALISTS 

3 

- 

9 

1 - FBI (FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATIONS) 

16 

14 

6 

J - DEA (DRUG ENFORCEMENT ADMINISTRATION) 

0 - IRS (INTERNAL REVENUE SERVICE) 

22 

20 

1 

15 

Q - US ATTORNEY 

2 

6 

4 
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SAC 

SOURCE 

FY06 

FY07 

FY08 


S - STATE/LOCAL LAW ENFORCEMENT AGENCY / SOURCE 

215 

238 

190 


U - DEPARTMENT OF TREASURY 

3 

6 

1 


V - DOC (DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE) 

W - USCG (US COAST GUARD) 

1 

6 

3 

1 

6 


X - ICE - CBP BORDER PATROL 1 FORMER INS. 

Y - OCDETF (ORGANIZED CRIME DRUG ENFORCEMENT TASK 

8 

8 

4 


FORCE) 

41 

41 

43 


Z -OTHER FEDERAL/STATE/LOCAL AGENCY SOURCE 

112 

110 

128 


SAC TOTAL 

600 

635 

554 

WASHINGTON, DC 

3 - TSA (TRANSPORTATION SECURITY ADMINISTRATION) 

4 - BCIS (BUREAU OF CITIZENSHIP & IMMIGRATION SERVICES) 

22 

36 

1 

38 


5 - OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL (OIG) 

2 

1 

2 


6 - JOINT TERRORISM TASK FORCE (JTTF) 

4 

1 

6 


B - ATF (ALCOHOL TOBACCO & FIREARMS) 

2 

6 

4 


C - CBP - AIR/MARINE OPERATIONS 

1 

- 



D - INTERPOL 

1 

1 

3 


E - CBP INSPECTION & PORT OPERATIONS 

45 

31 

41 


G - USSS (US SECRET SERVICE) 

1 


1 


H - CBP - IMPORT SPECIALISTS 

10 

13 

12 


1 - FBI (FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATIONS) 

28 

21 

13 


J - DEA (DRUG ENFORCEMENT ADMINISTRATION) 

5 

5 

- 


Q - US ATTORNEY 

2 

3 

5 


S - STATE/LOCAL LAW ENFORCEMENT AGENCY / SOURCE 

69 

67 

184 


U - DEPARTMENT OF TREASURY 

8 

7 

3 


V - DOC (DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE) 

5 

2 

1 


X - ICE - CBP BORDER PATROL / FORMER INS. 

3 

. 

2 


Y - OCDETF (ORGANIZED CRIME DRUG ENFORCEMENT TASK 
FORCE) 

21 

23 

20 


Z -OTHER FEDERAL/STATE/LOCAL AGENCY SOURCE 

71 

67 

71 


SAC TOTAL 

300 

284 

407 


ICE WIDE FISCAL YEAR TOTAL 

19730 

20393 

20394 
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Criminal Aliens/Secure Communities 


Question; Please provide for the record a description of how the Secure Communities fingerprint check works: 
what is the physical set-up in booking facilities, what equipment does ICE provide to the localities, what 
technological systems are used to carry out the checks, and who receives the data returned by the systems? 
Once the fingerprint check system is activated, are there any changes required in the localities’ booking 
procedures? 

ANSWER: ICE relies on the existing law enforcement infrastructure. The physical set-up is the responsibility 
of the law enforcement facility. However, booking facilities must be capable of submitting fingerprints 
electronically (e.g., Cardscan or Livescan devices). There are no other physical set-up requirements. 


Question: What equipment does ICE provide to the localities? 

ANSWER: ICE does not provide equipment to the localities. ICE relies on the existing law enforcement 
infrastructure. 

Question: Who receives the data returned by the systems? 

ANSWER: The two parties that receive a message as a result of the interoperability process are the Law 
Enforcement Agency (LEA) that originates the fingerprint check and the corresponding ICE field office. 


Question: Once the fingerprint check system is activated, are there any changes required in the localities' 
booking procedures? 

ANSWER: ICE believes that no changes are required in the localities’ booking procedures. 

Question: Please provide for the record a copy of all materials provided to participants in the Secure 
Communities fingerprint check system. Include all service agreements, policies, procedures, guidance, and 
technical materials. If there are no materials, please describe how ICE ensures that the systems are used 
appropriately and in accordance with government privacy and legal requirements. 

ANSWER: This material is Law Enforcement Sensitive and is available in the Subcommittee offices. 


Question: Do all participants in the Secure Communities Program sign Memoranda of Understanding (MOU) 
to enroll in the program? 

ANSWER: ICE did not require jurisdictions to execute a memorandum of agreement (MOA) before enrolling 
in the Secure Communities Program. Continued participation in the program, however, will require each 
participate to sign an MOA with ICE. Shortly, ICE plans to enter into a standardized MOA with each state’s 
identification bureau where “Interoperability” is deployed. 


Question: Are the MOUs standard, or are they custom written for each jurisdiction? 

ANSWER: ICE is in the process of finalizing a standardized MOA template. While negotiations with each 
jurisdiction could produce minor modifications, ICE anticipates that the standard MOA will be signed by a 
majority of the program’s participants. 




1238 


Question: Please provide a copy of the standard MOL 1 and if there is not one standard MOU, all MOUs signed 
to date. 

ANSWER: To ensure the rapid deployment of 1DENT/IAFIS Interoperability, ICE initiated the program in 
several states prior to execution of an MOA. Currently, the only executed MOA is between ICE and the State 
of California. A copy of that MOA is attached. After ICE and California signed the first agreement, ICE was 
notified by other states that, because of technological differences in how fingerprints are electronically 
submitted to the Federal Bureau of Investigation, ICE’s original MOA template could not be executed as 
drafted. ICE is currently updating the MOA to encompass these technological differences. A standard MOA 
that encompasses the various ways states submit fingerprint data will be finalized soon. 


Question: If a locality does not wish to participate in the Secure Communities program, is it allowed to opt 
out? 

ANSWER: Yes. ICE does not require any entity to participate in the information sharing technology at the 
state or local level. 


Question: Please provide the ICE policy for issuing detainers in communities enrolled in the Secure 
Communities program. 

ANSWER: ICE issues detainers in communities enrolled in the Secure Communities program under applicable 
law regarding issuing detainers. See 8 U.S.C. §§ 1226, 1357; see also 8 C.F.R. § 287.7 (2009). The standards 
for issuing detainers do not change according to the method used to encounter or identify an alien. 


Question: How quickly are detainers issued when criminal aliens are identified? 

ANSWER: Once a criminal alien who is in the custody of a federal, state or local law enforcement agency is 
identified as potentially being removable from the United States, ICE makes every effort to immediately issue a 
detainer to the facility. ICE issues detainers as quickly as possible to try to resolve immigration status questions 
while the person is in the custody of the criminal justice. When the Immigration and Nationality Act 
implements regulations a state or local law enforcement agency is permitted to detain an alien for 48 hours or 
less pursuant to an ICE detainer. See 8 C.F.R. § 287.7(d) (2009). 


Question: How does ICE prioritize the individuals for whom it issues detainers? 

ANSWER: After determining an individual is an alien subject to removal, ICE officers place detainers and 
issue charging documents. Priority is given to individuals who are convicted of violent crimes or serious drug 
offenses. Individuals who are charged or convicted of lesser offenses may still be placed in removal 
proceedings, even if not taken into ICE custody. 


Question: For how long are the detainers active? 

ANSWER: An ICE detainer remains active until the alien is released from another law enforcement agency’s 
custody. 
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Office of Secure Communities 

[ .S. Department of Homeland Security 

500 )?"' Slaw SW 
Washington. DC 20024 



U.S. Immigration 
and Customs 
Enforcement 


January 23, 2009 
Ms. Linda Denly 

Bureau of Criminal Identification and Information 
Department of Justice 
4949 Broadway, Room G-l 16 
Sacramento, CA 95820 

Re: ICE Secure Communities Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) 

Dear Ms. Denly: 

In March 2008, the U.S. Department of Homeland Security (DHS), Immigration and Customs 
Enforcement (ICE) developed a program, called Secure Communities, to improve community 
safety by identifying, detaining, and removing all aliens convicted of serious crimes who are 
held in state or local correctional facilities. This program, which has been approved and 
funded by Congress, will enhance immigration enforcement by using biometric technology to 
more accurately identify criminal aliens and apply risk-based methodologies to more 
efficiently remove high-risk convicted aliens. 

After an initial pilot, ICE is beginning to deploy Secure Communities to jurisdictions across 
the United States. Several important steps precede deployment to local Law' Enforcement 
Agencies (LEAs) in California. Specifically, access to the Secure Communities Program is 
predicated at the state level on a signed MOA between ICE and the State Identification Bureau 
(SIB) executive. Deployment at the county and local level requires a signed Statement of 
Intent (SOI) by participating agencies that oversee booking locations to ensure those agencies 
understand and adhere to the principles set forth in the MOA and a set of Standard Operation 
Procedures. 

The purpose of the MOA is to define the responsibilities of ICE and the SIB regarding 
implementation of Secure Communities. ICE requests that you review and sign the enclosed 
Secure Communities MOA on behalf of your agency and return the signed copy to me. Once 
signed by you. the ICE Assistant Secretary will sign and return an original agreement to you 
for your records. We welcome your questions and comments on this important program and 
invite you to communicate with us should you have concerns, by contacting my Deputy 
Director, Marc Rapp, at Marc.Rapp@dhs.gov . Thank you for your cooperation and I look 
forward to working closely with you to ensure the success of Secure Communities. 

Sincerely, 

David J. Vemlirella 

Executive Director, Secure Communities 


Enclosure: MOA 


www.jce.gov 
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MEMORANDUM OF AGREEMENT 
BETWEEN 

DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND SECURITY 
IMMIGRATION AND CUSTOMS ENFORCEMENT 

And 

CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 
BUREAU OF CRIMINAL IDENTIFICATION AND INFORMATION 

PURPOSE 

The purpose of this Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) is to set forth the responsibilities 
of the Department of Homeland Security (DHS) immigration and Customs Enforcement 
(ICE) and the State Identification Bureau (SIB) regarding implementation of the ICE 
Secure Communities (SC) program. SC is a comprehensive ICE initiative that utilizes 
advanced biometric and communications technology to share information among law 
enforcement agencies to identify, detain, and remove from the United States aliens who 
have been convicted of serious offenses. 

AUTHORITY 

Immigration and Nationality Act (1NA) provisions regarding identification, detention, 
arrest, and removal of aliens (1NA §236(c), §236(d). §236(e), §237(a)(2), §238, 
§287(a)(5)(B)); and the 1NA provision regarding liaison with internal security officers 
and data exchange (INA §105); FY2008 DHS Appropriations Act (Pub. L. No 110-161, 
121 Stat. 1844.2365 (2007)). 

THE GOALS OF SECURE COMMUNITIES 

ICE is committed to improving community safely by transforming the way the federal 
government cooperates with slate and local law enforcement agencies to identify, detain, 
and remove aliens who have been convicted of and incarcerated for a priority Level I 
offense and who are therefore amenable to removal. SC will apply a risk-based 
methodology to focus resources. This is accomplished by using advanced technology to 
improve information sharing among law enforcement agencies, leading to the removal of 
high-risk convicted aliens. 

A. ICE has identified four strategic goals which form the basis of the SC 
program: 

i. Strategic Goal 1: Identify and process all criminal aliens 
amenable for removal while in federal, state, and local custody; 
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ii. Strategic Goal 2: Enhance current detention strategies to ensure 
no removable alien is released into the community due to a lack of 
detention space or an appropriate alternative to detention; 

iii. Strategic Goal 3: Implement removal initiatives that shorten the 
time aliens remain in ICE custody prior to removal, thereby 
maximizing the use of detention resources and reducing cost; and 

iv. Strategic Goal 4: Maximize cost effectiveness and long-term 
success through deterrence and reduced recidivism. 

B. ICE will employ a risk-based approach in order to identify qualifying 
aliens convicted of serious crimes and incarcerated in jails and prisons 
throughout the United States who are eligible for removal based on the 
severity of their offenses. The risk basis for determining the threat to 
community safety relies on a 3-level hierarchy oi aggravated felonies and 
other serious crimes. Appendix A contains a description of the state and 
federal criminal offenses comprising Levels 1, 2. and 3. 

i. This approach will build on the ICE Criminal Alien Program 
(CAP), which is currently in use in all federal and state prisons. 

ii. The SC risk-based approach relies on the classification of aliens 
convicted of serious crimes into three levels, starting with those 
who present the greatest threat: 

Level 1: Individuals who have been convicted of major 
drug offenses and violent crimes such as murder, 
manslaughter, rape, robbery, and kidnapping: 

Level 2: Individuals who have been convicted of minor 
drug and property offenses such as burglary, larceny, fraud, 
and money laundering; and 

Level 3: Individuals who have been convicted of other 
offenses. 

iii. At the present time, ICE is committed to identifying and 
processing for removal of convicted and incarcerated Level 1 
aliens. Detention of Level 2 and Level 3 aliens is discretionary 
and will be evaluated by ICE as each situation demands. At no 
time shall this MOA be construed to limit ICE discretion in 
managing detention resources. 

C. To facilitate the goals of SC, ICE is partnering with DHS components 
including U.S. Citizenship and Immigration Services (USCIS), Customs 
and Border Protection (CBP) and the United States Visitor and Immigrant 
Status Indicator Technology (US-VISIT) Program. ICE federal 
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interagency partners include the Bureau of Prisons. Executive Office of 
Immigration Review, Executive Office of United States Attorneys. 
Department of State, Department of Justice (DOJ), U.S. Marshals Service, 
and the Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI) Criminal Justice 
Information Services (CJIS) Division. Appendix B contains acronyms 
frequently used in the SC program. 

STATE IDENTIFICATION BUREAU (SIB) RESPONSIBILITIES 

A. The State Identification Bureau (SIB) will electronically submit 
fingerprints of arrested individuals who are being booked to FBI CJIS. for 
a search via the FBI Integrated Automated Fingerprint Identification 
System (IAFIS). 

B. CJIS transmits the search results in a joint Immigration Alien Response 
(IAR)/1DENT Data Response (IDR) to the SIB. The SIB will in turn relay 
that message to the local law enforcement agency (LEA) that submitted 
the fingerprints unless the SIB does not have the technical capability to 
relay the IAR/IDR message or there is a decision not to forward it. 

C. For purposes of the SC program, state and local law enforcement agencies 
will not be responsible for determining a subject's immigration status. 

ICE RESPONSIBILITIES 

ICE will assign priority to the processing of aliens convicted of Level 1 crimes. 
For those aliens, ICE will detain and seek to remove the individual after the 
completion of the individual’s sentence. For those aliens who may have been 
convicted in the past and are now being arrested for a non-Levcl 1 offense, ICE 
will initiate steps to take such individuals into custody for removal based on their 
prior Level 1 conviction. 

A. Once fingerprint information is received by IAFIS, it will be cross- 
checked against the DHS US-V1S1T Automated Biometric Identification 
System (IDENT). 

B. Cases with a matching IDENT record will be forwarded to the Law 
Enforcement Service Center (LESC) to conduct an immigration status 
determination. 

C. Following identification of a Level 1 alien who is found to be subject to 
removal. ICE will take the alien into custody after completion of the 
individual's sentence and proceed to institute removal proceedings. 
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D. ICE will rely on establishing in the field a "24/7" Interoperability response 
capability and may utilize video teleconferencing (VTC) to streamline the 
process of identifying and processing the removal of eligible aliens. 

PERIOD OF AGREEMENT 

This MOA shall be effective upon signing by both parties and will remain in effect until 
terminated by either party in accordance with Section VIII. 

DISPUTE RESOLUTION 

The parties agree that, should any disagreements arise as a result of this MOA. the first 
attempt at resolution shall occur at the program office level with the arca(s) of 
disagreement reduced to writing and submitted to the appropriate program office POC. If 
a resolution cannot be reached at this level, the disagreement will be raised to the next 
level in accordance with component procedures. 

MODIFICATIONS AND TERMINATION 

This MOA may be modified at any time by mutual written consent of both parties. 

This MOA will remain in effect from the date of signing until it is terminated by either 
party. Either party, upon 30 days written notice to the other party, may terminate the 
MOA at any time. A termination notice shall be delivered personally or by certified or 
registered mail and termination shall take effect 30 days after receipt of such notice. 

Either party, upon written or oral notice to the other party, may temporarily suspend 
activities under this MOA when resource constraints or competing priorities necessitate. 
Notice of termination or suspension by ICE shall be given to the SIB point of contact 
(POC). Notice of termination or suspension by the SIB shall be given to the ICE POC. 
The temporary suspension of activities will take effect immediately upon receipt of such 
notice. 

COSTS AND EXPENDITURES 

Parties to this MOA are responsible for their own costs associated with carrying out 
activities under this MOA. Nothing in this MOA is intended to imply that either Congress 
or state or local legislatures will appropriate funding for activities under this MOA. 
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RELEASE OE INFORMATION TO THE MEDIA AND OTHER THIRD 
PARTIES 

The SIB may . at its discretion, communicate the substance of this MOA to law 
enforcement professional organizations expressing an interest in the law enforcement 
activities to be engaged in under this MOA Only after all both parties bas e signed it is it 
the practice of Id: to provide a copy of this VlOA to requesting media outlets. Local law 
enforcement agencies are authorized to do the same. Howev er, the release of statistical 
information regarding the SC program should be coordinated with the Id: Public Affairs 
Office POC identified in Appendix C. 

The SIB hereby agrees to coordinate with Id: regarding information to be released to the 
media regarding actions taken under this MOA. The POCs for Id: and the SIB for this 
purpose are identified in Appendix D. 

SUMMARY OF ICE AND STATE LAW ENFORCEMENT AGENCY 
RESPONSIBILITIES 

This MOA does not. is not intended to. shall not be construed to. and may not be relied 
upon to create any rights, substantive or procedural, enforceable at law by any person in 
any matter, civil or criminal. 

By signing this MOA. each party represents it is fully authorized to enter into this MOA. 
and accepts the terms, responsibilities, obligations, and limitations of this MOA. 



Immigration and Customs Enforcement 



California Department of Justice 
Bureau of Criminal Identification and 
Information 
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APPENDIX A 


Secure Communities Priority Levels and Offense Categories 


1 Secure CommtijSHP Priority Levels 1 

[• Priority Level j 

Criminal Offense Category ’Description | 

Level I 

9 Individuals who have been convicted of major drug offenses and violent offenses 
such as murder, manslaughter, rape, robbery, and kidnapping 

Level 2 

8 Individuals who have been convicted of minor drug offenses and mainly property ] 
offenses such as burglary* larceny, fraud, and money laundering j 

Level 3 

31 Individuals who have been convicted of other offenses 
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APPENDIX B 


Acronyms 


\ercmvitt 

Definition 1 

‘■:M •gssite 

Criminal justice Information System 

KB" 

Department of Homeland Seeurit) 


Department of Justice 


federal Bureau of Investigation 

C/'S 

Integrated Automated Fingerprint Identification System 

JAQ 

Immigration Alien Query 

IAR 

immigration Alien Response 

ICE 

Immigration and Customs Enforcement 

■1 

US-VISIT Automated Biometric Identification System 

IDR 

1DENT Data Response 

LEA 

Law Enforcement Agency 

[.ESC 

Law Enforcement Support Center 

MOA 

Memorandum of Agreement 

SC 

Secure Communities 

SOP 

Standard Operating Procedures 

sie 

State identification Bureau 

US-VISIT 

United States Visitor and Immigrant Status Indicator Technology 

VTC 

Video Teleconferencing 
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APPENDIX € 


Points of Contact 


The ICE and SIB points of contact for purposes of implementation of this MCA are: 


For the SIB: 


Ms. Linda Denly 

Bureau of Criminal Identification and Information 

Division of California Justice Information Services 

Department of Justice 

4949 Broadway, Room G-1 16 

Sacramento, CA 95820 

(916)227-3541 

tinda.denlv@doi.ea.gov 

For ICE Detention and Removal Operations (DRO): 

Robin Baker 

Field Office Director 

Detention and Removal Operations 

880 Front St 

San Diego, CA 92101 

(619) 557-6343 

robi n.baker@dhs.gov 

Nancy Alcantar 

Field Office Director 

Detention and Removal Operations 

630 Sansome Street, Rm 590 

San Francisco, CA 94111 

(415)844-5512 

na ncy ,alc antar@dhs. gov 


Brian DeMore 

Field Office Director 

Detention and Removal Operations 

300 N. Los Angeles St., # 763 1 A 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

(213) 830-7911 

bri an jd cmore@d hs.gov 



1248 


For ICE Office of Investigations (OI): 

Miguel Unzueta 
Special Agent in Charge 
Office of Investigations 
1 85 W F St 
Suite 600 

San Diego CA 92101 
(619) 744-4800 
nrmu el.unzueta @dh5.gov 

Robert Schoch 

Special Agent in Charge 

Office of Investigations 

501. West Ocean Boulevard, Suite 7200 

Long Beach, CA 90802-4213 

(562) 624-3801 

robert.schoeh @dhs.gov 

Mark Wollman 
Special Agent in Charge 
Office of Investigations 
1 500 Broadway, 2nd Floor 
Oakland, CA 94612 
(510)267-3801 
ma rk.wollman@dhs.gov 
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APPENDIX I) 


Public Information Points of Contact 


Pursuant to the Section of this MOA, RELEASE OF INFORMATION TO THE MEDIA 
AND OTHER THIRD PARTIES, the signatories agree to first seek permission from the 
ICE Public Affairs Office regarding release of any information about the Secure 
Communities Program, and subsequently agree to coordinate appropriate release of 
information to the media regarding actions taken under this MOA- The points of contact 
for coordinating such activities are; 

For the SIB: 

Ms. Linda Denlv 

Bureau of Criminal Identification and Information 

Division of California Justice Information Services 

Department of Justice 

4949 Broadway, Room 0-116 

Sacramento, CA 95820 

(916) 227-3541 

linda.de nlv@ d oi.ca.gov 

For ICE: 


Western Regional Office 

Office of Public Affairs and Internal Communication 
U.S. Immigration and Customs Enforcement 
Sacramento, CA 
(949) 360-3096 
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Question: Does ICE issue detainers for individuals identified by the Secure Communities fingerprint check 
system if those individuals do not have a record of any criminal convictions? 

ANSWER: ICE may issue detainers for aliens identified by the Secure Communities program even if an alien 
does not have a criminal history, A detainer serves only to advise another law enforcement agency that ICE 
seeks an opportunity to interview and potentially assume custody of an alien presently in the custody of that 
agency. Aliens without criminal convictions may be amenable to removal proceedings if the alien has violated 
the terms of his or her immigration status. 


Question: In such cases, how much time does ICE have to take the person into custody? 

ANSWER: Upon notification that an alien against whom ICE has lodged a detainer will be released from 
custody, ICE has up to 48 hours (excluding Saturdays, Sundays and federal holidays) within which to take 
custody of the alien. 


Question: If ICE identifies an individual through the Secure Communities fingerprint check system who does 
not have prior criminal convictions, will ICE wait until after the individual is tried in a court for their charges 
before issuing a detainer against the individual? 

ANSWER: As a general matter, some aliens are removable whether or not they have been convicted of a 
crime, such as those who enter or remain in the United States in violation of law. Other aliens are not 
removable until convicted, such as lawful permanent residents. To ensure that immigration enforcement and 
criminal justice interests are fully balanced, ICE field offices are in close contact with their law enforcement 
counterparts to ensure that the removal process is coordinated with any pending prosecution. 


Question: How does ICE ensure that it can keep track of individuals facing criminal charges? 

ANSWER: After being notified that an alien is charged with a crime, ICE lodges detainers with federal, state 
or local law enforcement agencies who have custody of aliens amenable to removal for immigration status 
violations or criminal convictions. ICE officers assigned to the Criminal Alien Program monitor defendants’ 
release dates and arrange for these individuals’ transfer to ICE custody. 

In cases where the alien is not amenable to removal prior to the criminal conviction, ICE officers make every 
effort to work with their law enforcement partners to ensure that they learn of any subsequent conviction of the 
alien that renders said alien removable. 


Question: What does ICE do if the person is not subsequently convicted of a crime? 

ANSWER: If an alien is acquitted and is not amenable to removal proceedings for an immigration status 
violation, ICE will take no enforcement action. If an alien is acquitted, but is in the United States in violation of 
law, ICE will place the alien into removal proceedings. 
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Question: If ICE issues a detainer on an individual identified by the Secure Communities fingerprint check 
system, what effect does this have on the individual’s eligibility for bond on the local charges? 

ANSWER: The issuance of an ICE detainer does not necessarily affect a state or local jurisdiction’s 
adjudication of an individual request for release or bond. Bond eligibility in criminal proceedings is determined 
by the jurisdiction where those charges are filed. 

ICE has established three separate levels of criminality that apply to individuals it identifies through the Secure 
Communities fingerprint check system: 

• Level 1 - Individuals who have been convicted of major drug offenses and violent offenses, such as 
murder, manslaughter, rape, robbery and kidnapping; 

• Level 2 - Individuals who have been convicted_of minor drug offenses and mainly property offenses, 
such as burglary, larceny, fraud and money laundering; and 

• Level 3 - Individuals who have been convicted of other offenses. 


Question: Does ICE have a specific policy in place that identifies which of these levels of criminality cause 
detention for agents and officers participating in Secure Communities? 

ANSWER: The current focus of the Secure Communities program is the identification and removal of violent 
offenders and major drug offenders. However, there is no Secure Communities program-specific policy that 
identifies which level of criminality causes detention. Detention determinations are based on applicable laws 
and regulations, including Section 236 of the Immigration and Nationality Act. 


Question: Provide for the record whatever policies or written guidance ICE has issued, either internally or to 
State and local partners, explaining how to determine if a detainer will be issued for individuals identified by 
the Secure Communities fingerprint check system. 

ANSWER: ICE has not issued internal or external guidance on detainer issuance. ICE issues detainers as 
authorized by 8 U.S.C. § 1357 and 8 C.F.R. § 287.7 (2009). 


Question: What is the ICE schedule for detaining individuals identified by Secure Communities finger print 
checks who are at lower levels of criminality? 

ANSWER: The goal set forth in the current Secure Communities Strategic Plan is to identify, detain and 
remove all removable aliens convicted of Level 1 offenses by the end of 2012. Once this goal has been 
accomplished, ICE will expand the program to include aliens convicted of Level 2 and Level 3 offenses. 


Question: Does ICE expect to detain ail individuals identified by Secure Communities at some point? 
ANSWER: Yes. 


Question: If so, when? 

ANSWER: The current Secure Communities Strategic Plan contemplates the goal of removing aliens 
convicted of Level 1 offenses by the end of 2012. Once this goal has been achieved, ICE will develop a plan to 
accomplish the same goals for removable aliens convicted of Level 2 and Level 3 offenses. 
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Question: Provide for the record a chart showing for each of the jurisdictions where the Secure Communities 
fingerprint system has been deployed the number of individuals identified as foreign-born and organized by the 
criminality levels identified in the Secure Communities programs (or by no criminal conviction, if appropriate). 
In addition, show the number of individuals for each category on whom ICE placed detainer orders, 

ANSWER: ICE issued 6,130 detainers based on IDENT/IAF1S Interoperability Matches from October 27, 
2008 through April 30, 2009. A total of 756 detainers were issued to individuals convicted or charged with a 
Level i offense, while the remaining 5,374 were issued to individuals convicted or charged with a Level 2 or 
Level 3 offense. 


IDENT / IAFIS Interoperability Matches in Deployed Counties 

October 27, 2009 through April 30, 2009 
Law Enforcement Sensitive 


Sl ilk- 

| Localities 

H I-: DUO 
| l icltl Office 

1 Actnaliui) Date j 

Foreign- Born 
| (IDENT) Matches | 

Level 1 

Level 2/3 

Level 1 
Detainers | 

Level 2/3 
Detainers 

PA 

Bucks 

PHI 

December 1 6, 2008 

943 

9 

934 

1 

23 

NC 

Buncombe 

ATL 

November 1 7, 2008 

462 

10 

452 

2 

34 

NC 

Cabarrus 

ATI, 

January 28, 2009 

48 

2 

46 

0 

3 

NC 

Catawba 

ATL 

January 28, 2009 

320 

3 

317 

0 

11 

FL 

Charlotte 

MIA 

Fcbruaiy 1 8, 2009 

87 

2 

85 

0 

1 

FL 

Clay 

MIA 

February 10,2009 

316 

10 

306 

2 

7 

FL 

Collier 

MIA 

February 24, 2009 

546 

47 

499 

7 

134 

TX 

Collin 

DAL 

January 2 1 . 2009 

222 

22 

200 

11 

63 

NC 

Cumberland 

ATL 

February 3, 2009 

492 

6 

486 

0 

2 

TX 

Dallas 

DAL 

January 21,2009 

1600 

166 

1434 

85 

620 

TX 

Denton 

DAL 

January 28, 2009 

49 

4 

45 

3 

16 

NC 

Duplin 

ATL 

January 6, 2009 

16 

1 

15 

0 

2 

NC 

Durham 

ATL 

February 10, 2009 

508 

12 

496 

2 

8 

FL 

Duval 

MIA 

January 22, 2009 

954 

34 

920 

9 

64 

VA 

Fairfax 

WAS 

March 9, 2009 

575 

44 

531 

14 

65 

NC 

Gaston 

ATL 

November 17, 2008 

347 

5 

342 

2 

44 

TX 

Grayson 

DAL 

February 9, 2009 

8 

4 

4 

0 

0 

NC 

Harnett 

ATL 

January 2 1 . 2009 

53 

0 

53 

0 

0 

TX 

Harris 

HOU 

October 27, 2008 

5368 

400 

4968 

159 

1624 

NC 

Henderson 

ATL 

November 17, 2008 

185 

7 

178 

3 

29 

FL 

Hillsborough 

MIA 

February 24, 2009 

743 

58 

685 

6 

64 

TX 

Hunt 

DAL 

February 3. 2009 

11 

0 

11 

0 

2 

TX 

Johnson 

DAL 

February 10, 2009 

17 

3 

14 

I 

4 

TX 

Kaufman 

DAL 

February 24, 2009 

3 

0 

3 

0 

1 

TX 

Kinney 

SNA 

December 16, 2008 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

AZ 

Maricopa 

PHO 

January 16, 2009 

8637 

945 

7692 

337 

1737 

Fl. 

Marion 

MIA 

January 28, 2009 

145 

5 

140 

3 

12 

TX 

Maverick 

SNA 

December 9, 2008 

4 

2 

2 

0 

0 

FL 

Miami-Dade 

MIA 

February 24. 2009 

5265 

614 

4651 

54 

203 

PA 

Montgomery 

PHI 

December 16, 2008 

917 

20 

897 

6 

46 

NC 

New Hanover 

ATL 

January 6, 2009 

195 

8 

187 

4 

21 

NC 

Orange 

ATL 

January 13, 2009 

77 

1 

76 

1 

1 

A2 

Pinal 

PHO 

December 23, 2008 

222 

40 

182 

4 

30 

TX 

Real 

SNA 

December 16. 2008 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

FL 

St. John's 

MIA 

February 10,2009 

89 

0 

89 

0 

4 

FL 

St. Lucie 

MIA 

February 1 8. 2009 

255 

17 

238 

2 

21 

MA 

Suffolk 

BOS 

November 5, 2008 

643 

44 

599 

13 

80 

TX 

Uvalde 

SNA 

January 21, 2009 

2 

0 

2 

0 

1 

TX 

Val Verde 

SNA 

December 9, 2008 

22 

i 

21 

1 

5 
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NC 

Wake 

ATL 

November 12, 2008 

AZ 

Yavapai 

PHO 

January 16. 2009 

AZ 

Yuma 

PHO 

January 16 , 2009 

TX 

Zavala 

SNA 

January 28, 2009 

TOTAL 


1879 

56 

1823 

21 

344 

101 

9 

92 

1 

26 

228 

24 

204 

2 

22 

2 

I 

1 

0 

0 

32,556 

2,636 

29,920 

756 

5374 


Question: How will ICE determine the immigration status of individuals checked by the Secure Communities 
fingerprint check system who have had no prior contact with the US immigration or law enforcement agencies? 

ANSWER: Biometric information from individuals who have not been previously encountered by an 
immigration officer does not exist in DHS’s databases. Accordingly, when a state or local law enforcement 
agency processes fingerprints from an individual whose fingerprints are not in DHS’s databases, no biometric 
identification can be made. In these cases, ICE relies on biographic information to determine an individual’s 
immigration status. The process generally involves an interview and a review of documentary evidence if 
available. 


Question: How much time does ICE expect this will take? 

ANSWER: The length of time required to ascertain removability of subjects not previously encountered by 
DHS or law enforcement depends on the individual case and includes interviewing the subject and examining 
documents presented at arrest or discovered in the investigative process. 


Question: Will these individuals be held in custody until their immigration status can be determined? 

ANSWER: ICE makes every effort to determine the immigration status of aliens encountered while they are in 
the custody of federal, state or local law enforcement. ICE will not take an alien into custody unless ICE 
determines there is reason to believe that the individual is an alien who is subject to removal. 


Question: What restrictions does ICE have on the Secure Communities program to prevent instances of racial 
profiling? 

ANSWER: Interoperability is tied to the criminal booking process. All individuals being booked into a jail for 
a criminal offense regardless of race, color or ethnicity will have their fingerprints queried for criminal and 
immigration records. ICE cannot restrict or limit the submission of the fingerprints. The submission of 
fingerprints is governed by an FBI/CJIS User Agreement. 


Question: Does ICE have a procedure in place to analyze data from the Secure Communities program to 
identify patterns suggesting racial profiling? 

ANSWER: There is currently no independent procedure in place to identify patterns that might identify racial 
profiling. However, ICE is working closely with the DHS Office for Civil Rights and Civil Liberties to develop 
procedures to alert ICE to patterns that may suggest racial profiling in the local law enforcement agency’s arrest 
procedures. 
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Question: Provide for the record copies of the ICE policy for individuals who want to file a complaint about 
their treatment under the Secure Communities program. 

ANSWER: Secure Communities does not currently have a policy in place to address formal complaints. 
However, there are procedures within DHS for filing complaints. Individuals may file complaints with the DHS 
Office of Civil Rights and Civil Liberties, Office of Inspector General and the ICE Office of Professional 
Responsibility. . 


Question: Provide for the record copies of the ICE policy for individuals who want challenge an immigration 
determination made by the Secure Communities program. 

ANSWER: The Secure Communities (SC) program does not make immigration status determinations. Rather, 
the SC program deploys information sharing technology that allows ICE to share immigration database 
information with state and local law enforcement agencies. Depending on the circumstances, the sharing of this 
information will help ICE to identify and place in the appropriate legal process an alien who may be removable 
from the United States. The SC program does not have a policy to challenge an immigration determination. In 
cases where an individual is encountered and there is reason to believe that the individual is an alien who is 
unlawfully in the United States, the Immigration and Nationality Act (1NA) contains procedures which afford 
individuals due process regarding determinations of immigration status and whether they arc removable from 
the United States. 

The INA’s legal process provides a variety of procedural and substantive safeguards. The most common 
removal process is removal proceedings under Section 240 of the INA, 8 U.S.C. § 1229a. When an alien is 
placed in removal proceedings, an immigration judge (IJ) with the Department of Justice Executive Office of 
Immigration Review (DOJ-EOIR) adjudicates the case. At the hearing, an individual may deny the allegations 
and the charges of removability and apply for relief from removal. If the IJ determines that the alien is 
removable and denies the applications for relief, that alien can appeal that decision to DOJ-EOIR’s Board of 
Immigration Appeals (Board). If the Board affirms the IJ’s decision, the alien is entitled to petition for review 
of DOJ-EOIR’s decision in a federal circuit court of appeals and may ultimately petition the U.S. Supreme 
Court for a writ of certiorari. 

In some limited circumstances, aliens will be placed in an alternative legal process, which streamlines removal 
procedures for certain classes of aliens. These procedures include administrative removal under INA § 238(b); 
reinstatement of an order of removal under INA § 241(a)(5); expedited removal under INA § 235(b)(1); and 
removal pursuant to the Visa Waiver Program under INA § 217(b). However, aliens may request protection 
from removal on the basis of a fear of persecution or torture in the country of removal, as even criminal aliens 
may qualify for withholding of removal under INA § 241(b)(3) or protection from removal under regulations 
implementing U.S. obligations under the Convention Against Torture, 8 C.F.R. § 208.16(c)- 18. 


Question: Provide for the record ICE policies and guidance about the lawfulness of arrests that result in 
identification by the Secure Communities fingerprint system. In other words, what is the ICE policy for 
reviewing cases of individuals taken into ICE custody when the underlying criminal arrest was made under 
disputed circumstances? 

ANSWER: ICE does not review the underlying criminal arrest for an individual identified as an alien through 
biometric identification. That is a matter for the state and local law enforcement agencies to monitor. 
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Z 87(g).B. r oK r ani 

Questions: Provide a series of charts showing for fiscal years 2006, 2007, and 2008, the number of individuals 
identified as eligible for deportation by jurisdiction with 287(g) delegated authority, and organized by the 
criminality levels identified in the Secure Communities programs or by no criminal conviction, as appropriate. 

ANSWER: The following chart provides a breakdown of individuals identified as eligible for deportation by 
jurisdiction and type of program (Detention/Jail Enforcement Officer [JEO] or Task Force Officer [TFO] 
model). Currently, the criminality levels are not tracked by ICE systems; however, because JEOs only process 
individuals that have been arrested and booked into detention facilities, ICE can determine that 91 percent of the 
individuals identified in the chart below were, at a minimum, arrested for a state or local violation within the 
National Crime Information Center (NCIC) Level I, 2 or 3. 


State 

287(g) Office 

Vetted 

Type 

Signed Date 

2006 

2007 

2008 

2009 
(as of 
5-10-09) 

Grand 

Total 

AL 

AL State Police 

TFO 

9/10/2003 




2 

2 

Etowah County 
Sheriffs Office 

JEO 

7/8/2008 




1 

1 

AR 

Benton County 
Sheriffs Office 

TFO 

9/26/2007 


3 

413 

162 

578 

City of Springdale 
Police Department 

TFO 

9/26/2007 



140 

120 

260 

Rogers Police 
Department 

TFO 

9/25/2007 


2 

103 

79 

184 

Washington County 
Sheriffs Office AR 

JEO 

9/26/2007 




34 

34 

TFO 


3 

215 

78 

296 

AZ 

AZ Department of 
Corrections 

JEO 

9/16/2005 

418 

1,913 

2,485 

2,194 

7,010 

AZ Department of 
Public Safety 

TFO 

4/15/2007 


1 

2 

28 

31 

Maricopa County 
Sheriffs Office 

JEO 

2/7/2007 


3,012 

12,152 

6,593 

21,757 

TFO 


282 

1,188 

348 

1,818 

Pinal County 

Sheriffs Office 

JEO 

3/10/2008 



45 

63 

108 

TFO 




56 

56 

Yavapai County 
Sheriffs Office 

JEO 

3/10/2008 



257 

185 

442 

TFO 




28 

28 

CA 

Los Angeles County 

Sheriffs Office 

JEO 

2/1/2005 

3,650 

4,544 

3,854 

3,072 

15,120 

Orange County 
Sheriffs Office 

JEO 

11/2/2006 


3,558 

3,536 

1,156 

8,250 

TFO 



632 

948 

1,580 

Riverside County 
Sheriffs Office 

JEO 

4/28/2006 

338 

2,116 

1,545 

1,078 

5,077 

San Bernardino 
County Sheriffs 
Office 

JEO 

10/19/2005 

1,231 

1,929 

2,022 

1,493 

6,675 

CO 

CO Department of 
Public Safety 

TFO 

3/29/2007 


198 

786 

418 

1,402 

E! Paso County 
Sheriffs Office 

JEO 

5/17/2007 



175 

187 

362 

FL 

Bay County Sheriffs 
Office 

TFO 

6/15/2008 



7 

112 

119 

Brevard County 
Sheriffs Office 

JEO 

8/13/2008 




45 

45 

Collier County 

JEO 

8/6/2007 




102 

102 
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State 

287(e) Office 

Vetted 

Type 

Signed Date 

2006 

2007 

2008 

2009 
(as of 
5-10-09) 

Grand 

Total 


Sheriffs Office 

TFO 



18 

813 

740 

1,571 

FL Department of 
Law Enforcement 

TFO 

7/2/2002 


3 

12 

5 

20 

Jacksonville 

Sheriffs Office 

JEO 

7/8/2008 




312 

312 

Manatee County 
Sheriffs Office 

JEO 

7/8/2008 




70 

70 

GA 

Cobb County 

Sheriffs Office 

JEO 

2/13/2007 


128 

3,750 

1,610 

5,488 

GA Department of 
Public Safety 

TFO 

7/27/2007 



9 

10 

19 

Hall County 

Sheriffs Office 

JEO 

2/29/2008 



244 

579 

823 

TFO 



629 

57 

686 

Whitfield County 
Sheriffs Office 

JEO 

2/4/2008 



100 

241 

341 

MA 

MA Department of 
Corrections 

JEO 

3/26/2007 



76 

40 

116 

MD 

Frederick County 
Sheriff's Office 

JEO 

2/6/2008 



179 

203 

382 

TFO 



53 

1 

54 

MN 

MN Department of 
Public Safety 

TFO 

9/22/2008 




1 

1 

MO 

MO State Highway 
Patrol 

TFO 

6/25/2008 



1 

1 

2 

NC 

Alamance County 
Sheriffs Office 

JEO 

1/10/2007 


299 

523 

261 

1,083 

Cabarrus County 
Sheriffs Office 

JEO 

8/2/2007 



221 

153 

374 

Cumberland County 
Sheriffs Office 

JEO 

6/25/2008 



27 

51 

78 

Durham Police 
Department 

TFO 

2/1/2008 



33 

16 

49 

Gaston County 
Sheriffs Office 

JEO 

2/22/2007 


195 

402 

202 

799 

Henderson County 
Sheriffs Office 

JEO 

6/25/2008 



104 

314 

418 

Mecklenburg 

County Sheriffs 
Office 

JEO 

2/27/2006 

518 

2,201 

2,213 

1,530 

6,462 

Wake County 

Sheriffs Office 

JEO 

6/25/2008 



541 

1,426 

1,967 

NH 

Hudson City Police 
Department 

TFO 

5/5/2007 



5 


5 

NJ 

Hudson County 
Department of 
Corrections 

JEO 

8/11/2008 




39 

39 

NM 

NM Department of 
Corrections 

JEO 

9/17/2007 



5 


5 

NV 

Las Vegas 
Metropolitan Police 
Dept 

JEO 

9/8/2008 




1,229 

1,229 

OH 

Butler County 

Sheriffs Office 

JEO 

2/5/2008 



347 

273 

620 

OK 

Tulsa County 

Sheriffs Office 

JEO 

8/6/2007 


18 

1,159 

632 

1.809 

TFO 


22 

187 

73 

282 

SC 

Beaufort County 

JEO 

6/25/2008 



10 

53 

63 
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State 

287(g) Office 

Vetted 

Type 

Signed Date 

2006 

2007 

2008 

2009 
(as of 
5-10-09) 

Grand 

Total 


Sheriffs Office 

TFO 




1 

1 

2 

York County 

Sheriffs Office 

JEO 

10/16/2007 



352 

213 

565 

TN 

Davidson County 
Sheriffs Office 

JEO 

2/21/2007 


1,739 

2,650 

1,438 

5,827 

TN Department of 
Safety 

TFO 

6/25/2008 




18 

18 

TX 

Harris County 

Sheriffs Office 

JEO 

7/20/2008 




4,196 

4,196 

UT 

Washington County 
Sheriffs Office UT 

JEO 

9/22/2008 




7 

7 

Weber County 
Sheriffs Office 

JEO 

9/22/2008 




83 

83 

VA 

City of Manassas 
Police Department 

TFO 

3/5/2008 



1 


1 

Herndon Police 
Department 

TFO 

3/21/2007 



72 

* 

118 

Loudoun County 
Sheriffs Office 

TFO 

6/25/2008 



2 

33 

35 

Prince William 

County Police 
Department 

TFO 

2/26/2008 



30 

46 

76 

Prince William 

County Sheriffs 
Office 

TFO 

2/26/2008 



2 


2 

Prince William- 
Manassas Adult 
Detention Center 

JEO 

7/9/2007 


114 

929 

613 

1,656 

Rockingham County 
Sheriffs Office 

JEO 

4/25/2007 


29 

158 

66 

253 

TFO 


3 

5 

1 

9 

Shenandoah County 
Sheriffs Office 

TFO 

5/10/2007 


12 

25 

3 

40 

Total JEO Encounters 

6,155 

21,795 

40,061 

32,037 


Total TFO Encounters 


547 


3,431 

9,344 

Grand Total 







GAO report 09- ] 09, Immigration Enforcement: Better Controls Needed over Program Authorizing State and 
Local Enforcement of Immigration Law, recommended that ICE improve communications about the program 
objectives to participating agencies; strengthen how it supervises participating local agencies; better define data 
that should be collected and reported to ICE; and put in place program performance measures to evaluate 
whether objectives are met. 

Question: What is the ICE plan to implement these recommendations? 

ANSWER: ICE is in the process of developing an Office of State and Local Coordination (OSLC) Strategic 
Plan, which will detail ICE’s specific goals and objectives of the 287(g) Program. The OSLC is also in the 
process of developing an accompanying strategic communications plan that will facilitate state and local 
partners’ understanding of the overall ICE enforcement strategy. 

OSLC is preparing a template MOA to govern the delegation of 287(g) authority. A standard template will 
allow OSLC to address some of the GAO recommendations and align the use of delegated authority with the 
priorities of ICE. The goal is to clearly state the purpose of the delegation of authority and provide more 
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routine oversight and standardized data collection. This data will allow OSLC to more readily determine if the 
delegation is furthering ICE priorities. 

ICE will improve data collection by creating system enhancements to the ENFORCE system. These 
enhancements will enable ICE to capture an alien’s classification level (NCIC Level I- III) when the alien is 
encountered by 287(g) officers. Specifically, ICE will require that the program participants populate mandatory 
ENFORCE data fields concerning the type of criminal activity in which the alien has engaged. 

Finally, OSLC is still in the process of developing performance measures for the 287(g) Program. 


Question: By when will these changes be made? 

ANSWER: The Office of State and Local Coordination (OSLC) Strategic Plan will be completed by 
September 4, 2009. 

The new Memorandum of Agreement template should be completed for use within the next 30 days. 

Enhancements to ENFORCE will occur in two phases. The first phase incorporates the addition of NCIC 
Severity Levels for arrests to ENFORCE. This enhancement is scheduled to become active in June 2009. The 
purpose of the second enhancement is to capture criminal conviction information. ICE is working on this long- 
term project but cannot yet estimate the completion date. However, ICE hopes to make all these changes and to 
implement performance measures by September 4, 2009. 


Worksite Enforcement 


Question: Please provide for the record a description of how ICE consults with the local U.S. Attorney’s office 
when investigating illegal employment. 

ANSWER: ICE Special Agents conduct law enforcement investigations in accordance with U.S. law and 
Agency policy. As investigators, ICE Special Agents use all the tools at their disposal to evaluate allegations of 
criminal misconduct to include illegal employment. When completed, investigative results are compiled for 
presentation to the local Assistant U.S. Attorney (AUSA). Depending on local protocol, the presentation to the 
AUSA may be formal and include a written prosecution report, or informal and involve an oral presentation of 
the facts. 


Question: Since it will be up to the local U.S. Attorney to handle criminal prosecutions coming out of a 
worksite enforcement effort, to what extent does the U.S. Attorney’s office provide guidance to ICE for 
gathering evidence about employers? 

ANSWER: ICE Special Agents work in collaboration with local U.S. Attorney’s offices to pursue criminal 
prosecutions of employers who have violated the Nation’s immigration laws. The Assistant U.S. Attorneys 
(AUSAs) are responsible for determinations regarding legal sufficiency and evidentiary issues. Local protocols 
suitable for their jurisdictions dictate the level of involvement each AUSA has in this investigative process and 
to what extent guidance is provided for gathering evidence. 
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Question: How does JCE determine it has collected enough evidence to initiate an immigration raid at a 
worksite? 

ANSWER: ICE Special Agents work with Assistant U.S. Attorneys (AUSAs) to conduct comprehensive 
investigations. The U.S. Attorney’s Office ultimately determines whether the evidence is sufficient to support a 
criminal prosecution. An AUSA decides whether search warrants or subpoenas are appropriate in a particular 
case. Federal magistrate judges evaluate whether probable cause exists before issuing search warrants or arrest 
warrants. The merits of a particular worksite enforcement operation are considered on a case-by-case basis and 
in the context of the ongoing criminal investigation. 


ICE Detention Facilities 


Question: Update and submit for fiscal years 2006, 2007 and 2008 the chart provided in last year’s hearing 
record (2009, Part 5, pages 196-203) regarding Detention Center compliance reviews. 

ANSWER: 

ICE COMPLIANCE REVIEWS 
BY FACILITY 
2006-2008 

Below are the results of all compliance reviews, by detention facility, conducted in 2006, 2007 and 2008. 
Facilities that were not utilized during that time period or fell below the 60-day mandatory threshold for 
inspection are designated by “NR” (no rating). Facilities that were taken off the Authorized Facility List for 
lack of use are designated by “Removed from List.” Facilities that received a rating of “Pending” were 
inspected, although the inspection has not been finalized. 


Facility Name 

06 Rating 

07 Rating 

06 Rating 

ADA CO. JAIL 

NR 

ACCEPTABLE 

DEFICIENT 

ADAMS COUNTY JAIL 

NR 

PENDING 

DEFICIENT 

AGUADILLA SERV. PROC. CTR - ATL 

GOOD 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

ALAMANCE CO. JAIL 

DEFICIENT 

ACCEPTABLE 

DEFICIENT 

ALBANY COUNTY JAIL - BUF 

SUPERIOR 

SUPERIOR 

ACCEPTABLE 

ALHAMBRA CITY JAIL - LOS 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

ALLEGANY CO. JAIL 

GOOD 

GOOD 

ACCEPTABLE 

ALLEGHENY CO. JAIL - PHI 

GOOD 

GOOD 

ACCEPTABLE 

ANCHORAGE JAIL COMPLEX (EAST) - SEA 

GOOD 

GOOD 

ACCEPTABLE 

APACHE CO. JAIL - PHO 

ACCEPTABLE 

DEFICIENT 

DEFICIENT 

ARLINGTON CO ADULT DET. FAC. - WAS 

ACCEPTABLE 

GOOD 

ACCEPTABLE 

AROOSTOOK CO. JAIL - BOS 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

ATLANTA CITY DET. CTR - ATL 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

GOOD 

BANNOCK CO. JAIL - DEN 

ACCEPTABLE 

DEFICIENT 

DEFICIENT 

BARNSTABLE CO. HOUSE OF CORR. 

NR 

SUPERIOR 

ACCEPTABLE 

BEDFORD CITY JAIL DAL 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

BEDFORD CO. JAIL - PHI 

GOOD 

AT RISK 

REMOVED FROM 
LIST 

BEOFORD HEIGHTS CITY JAIL - DET 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

BENTON CO. DET. CTR. - NOL 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

DEFICIENT 

BENTON CO. JAIL - SEA 

ACCEPTABLE 

DEFICIENT 

DEFICIENT 

BERGEN CO, JAIL - NYC 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 
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Facility Name 

06 Rating 

07 Rating 

08 Rating 

BERKS CO. PRISON - PHI 

GOOD 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

BERKSHIRE CO. JAIL & HOUSE OF CORR. - BOS 

ACCEPTABLE 

NR 

NR 

BEXAR CO. 

GOOD 

DEFICIENT 

ACCEPTABLE 

BINGHAM CO. JAIL - DEN 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

REMOVED FROM 
LIST 

BLOUNT CO. JAIL - NOL 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

DEFICIENT 

BOONE CO. DET. CTR - CHI 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

BOTTINEAU CO. JAIL - SPM 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

BOWIE CO. JAIL 

NR 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

BRAZOS CO. JAIL - HOU 

ACCEPTABLE 

NR 

NR 

BREWSTER CO. JAIL - ELP 

ACCEPTABLE 

NR 

NR 

BRISTOL CO. JAIL - BOS 

GOOD 

ACCEPTABLE 

GOOD 

BROADVIEW HEIGHTS CITY JAIL 

NR 

ACCEPTABLE 

NR 

BROADWATER CO. SHERR. OFC. 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

NR 

BROOKS CO. DET. CTR - SNA 

ACCEPTABLE 

AT RISK 

ACCEPTABLE 

BROOKS CO. DET CTR. 

ACCEPTABLE 

AT RISK 

ACCEPTABLE 

BROOME CO. CORR. FAC. 

NR 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

BROWARD TRANSITIONAL CTR - MIA 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

GOOD 

BUFFALO FED. DET. CTR. (BATAVIA) - BUF 

SUPERIOR 

SUPERIOR 

GOOD 

BUTLER CO. JAIL 

GOOD 

GOOD 

GOOD 

BUTLER CO. JAIL - CHI 

GOOD 

GOOD 

DEFICIENT 

CALCASIEU PARISH COR. CTR. - NOL 

DEFICIENT 

DEFICIENT 

REMOVED FROM 
LIST 

CALDWELL CO. DTE. CTR - CHI 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

DEFICIENT 

CALHOUN CO. JAIL - DET 

ACCEPTABLE 

GOOD 

DEFICIENT 

CAMBRIA CO. PRISON - PHI 

GOOD 

DEFICIENT 

DEFICIENT 

CANADIAN CO. JAIL - DAL 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

REMOVED FROM 
LIST 

CANYON CO. JAIL- SLC 

ACCEPTABLE 

DEFICIENT 

NR 

CARBON CO. PRISON - PHI 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

NR 

CARROLL CO. DET. CTR. - BAL 

ACCEPTABLE 

DEFICIENT 

DEFICIENT 

CARVER CO. JAIL - SPM 

SUPERIOR 

DEFICIENT 

PENDING 

CASCADE CO. REG. DET. CTR. 

ACCEPTABLE 

NR 

DEFICIENT 

CASS CO. JAIL - SPM 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

CATAHOULA PARISH COR. CTR - NOL 

NR 

ACCEPTABLE 

NR 

CATTARAUGUS CO. JAIL 

NR 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

CAYUGA CO. JAIL - BUF 

GOOD 

ACCEPTABLE 

REMOVED FROM 
LIST 

CCA SILVERDALE DET. FAC. 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

GOOD 

CENTRAL ARIZONA DET. CTR - PHO 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

GOOD 

CENTRAL REG. JAIL - PHI 


GOOD 

ACCEPTABLE 

CHARLESTON CO. DET. CTR. - ATL 


DEFICIENT 

DEFICIENT 

CHASE CO. JAIL - CHI 

GOOD 

GOOD 

DEFICIENT 

CHATHAM CO. DET. CTR. - ATL 

SUPERIOR 

DEFICIENT 

AT RISK 

CHAUTAUQUA CO. JAIL - BUF 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

DEFICIENT 

CHAVES CO. ADULT DET. - ELP 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

NR 

CHELAN CO. REG. JUSTICE CTR. - SEA 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

CHIPPEWA CO. CORR. FAC. 

NR 

SUPERIOR 

ACCEPTABLE 

CHRISTIAN CO. JAIL (KAN) - CHI 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 











1261 


Facility Name 

06 Rating 

07 Rating 

08 Rating 

CITRUS CO. DET. FAC. - MIA 

NR 

ACCEPTABLE 

REMOVED FROM 
LIST 

CLARION CO. CORRECTIONS - PHI 

ACCEPTABLE 

DEFICIENT 

NR 

CLAY CO. JAIL - MIA 

ACCEPTABLE 

NR 

NR 

CLEARFIELO CO. JAIL -PHI 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

CLINTON CO. CORR, FAC. - PHI 

GOOD 

DEFICIENT 

DEFICIENT 

CLINTON COUNTY JAIL - BUF 

ACCEPTABLE 

GOOD 

ACCEPTABLE 

COBB COUNTY ADULT DETENTION FACILITY 

NR 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

COCHISE CO. JAIL - PHO 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

DEFICIENT 

COCONINO CO. DET. FAC. 

ACCEPTABLE 

DEFICIENT 

DEFICIENT 

COLLIER CO. SHERIFF OFC 

ACCEPTABLE 

NR 

DEFICIENT 

COLQUITT CO. JAIL - ATL 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

AT RISK 

COLUMBIA CO. JAIL 

NR 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

COLUMBIA COUNTY JAIL - SEA 

GOOD 

DEFICIENT 

DEFICIENT 

COMAL CO. DET. CTR. - SNA 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

PENDING 

CONCORDIA PARRISH CORR. CTR. - NOL 

ACCEPTABLE 

NR 

NR 

CONEJOS CO. JAIL 

NR 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

CORRECTIONAL TREAMENT FAC. 

ACCEPTABLE 

NR 

NR 

CRANE CO. SHERIFF DEPT. - ELP 

ACCEPTABLE 

NR 

NR 

CULBERSON CO. JAIL - ELP 

NR 

DEFICIENT 

ACCEPTABLE 

CUMBERLAND CO. JAIL - BOS 

SUPERIOR 

GOOD 

ACCEPTABLE 

DALE G. HAILE DET. CTR. - SLC 

ACCEPTABLE 

DEFICIENT 

DEFICIENT 

DANE CO. JAIL • CHI 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

NR 

DAVID L. MOSS - DAL 

AT RISK 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

DAVIDSON CO 

NR 

ACCEPTABLE 

GOOD 

DAVIS CO. JAIL - SLC 

ACCEPTABLE 

NR 

PENDING 

DEARBORN POLICE DEPT. 

ACCEPTABLE 

NR 

PENDING 

DENVER CO. JAIL - DEN 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

DEFICIENT 

DENVER CONTRACR DETENTION FAC. - DEN 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS - SFR 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

AT RISK 

DEPCOR - GUAM 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

AT RISK 

DEWITT CO. JAIL - CHI 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

DEFICIENT 

DODGE CO. DET. CTR. - CHI 

ACCEPTABLE 

GOOD 

DEFICIENT 

DONA ANA CO. DET. CTR. - ELP 

ACCEPTABLE 

DEFICIENT 

PENDING 

DONALD WYATT DET. CTR. - BOS 

GOOD 

GOOD 

ACCEPTABLE 

DORCHESTER DET. CTR. - BAL 

ACCEPTABLE 

DEFICIENT 

DEFICIENT 

DOUGLAS CO. DEPT. OF CORRECTIONS 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

PENDING 

DOUGLAS CO. DET CTR. - DEN 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

DEFICIENT 

DOUGLAS CO. JAIL - SEA 

ACCEPTABLE 

NR 

NR 

DOUGLAS CO. JAIL - SPM 

ACCEPTABLE 

GOOD 

DEFICIENT 

EASTERN REG. JAIL - PHI 

NR 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

ECTOR CO. COR. CTR. - ELP 

ACCEPTABLE 

NR 

DEFICIENT 

ECTOR COUNTY DET CENTER 

ACCEPTABLE 

NR 

NR 

EDDY CO. DET. CTR. 

ACCEPTABLE 

NR 

NR 

EL CENTRO SER. PROC. CTR. - SND 

SUPERIOR 

SUPERIOR 

ACCEPTABLE 

EL PASO CO. DET. FAC. - ELP 

ACCEPTABLE 

NR 

NR 

EL PASO CO. JUSTICE CTR. - DEN 

ACCEPTABLE 

SUPERIOR 

DEFICIENT 

EL PASO CO. SHERIFFS OFC. JAIL ANNEX DIV. - ELP 

ACCEPTABLE 

NR 

NR 
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Facility Name 

06 Rating 

07 Rating 

08 Rating 

EL PASO SERVICE PROC. CTR. - ELP 

SUPERIOR 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

ELGIN POLICE DEPT. - CHI 

ACCEPTABLE 

NR 

ACCEPTABLE 

ELIZABETH COR. FAC. - NEW 

SUPERIOR 

ACCEPTABLE 

GOOD 

ELOY DET. CTR. 

DEFICIENT 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

ERIE CO. HOLDING CTR. - 8UF 

NR 

ACCEPTABLE 

NR 

ERIE CO. PRISON - PHI 

GOOD 

GOOD 

DEFICIENT 

ESCAMBIA CO. DET. CTR. - NOL 

AT RISK 

NR 

NR 

ESSEX CO. HOUSE OF CORR. 

NR 

ACCEPTABLE 

PENDING 

ETOWAH CO. JAIL - NOL 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

EULESS CITY JAIL - DAL 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

FAIRBANKS CORR. CTR - SEA 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

FARMERS BRANCH POLICE DEPT. 

NR 

ACCEPTABLE 

NR 

FINNEY CO. JAIL - CHI 

GOOD 

NR 

NR 

FLORENCE (FCC) 

DEFICIENT 

ACCEPTABLE 

GOOD 

FLORENCE SERV. PROC. CTR. - PHO 

SUPERIOR 

GOOD 

ACCEPTABLE 

FLOYD CO. JAIL - CHI 

ACCEPTABLE 

DEFICIENT 

NR 

FORSYTH CO. JAIL - ATL 

DEFICIENT 

DEFICIENT 

DEFICIENT 

FRANKLIN CO. JAIL - (St. Albans)- BOS 

GOOD 

GOOD 

DEFICIENT 

FRANKLIN CO. JAIL (MAINE) - BOS 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

PENDING 

FRANKLIN COUNTY JAIL - BUF 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

NR 

FRANKLIN COUNTY JAIL- BOS 

SUPERIOR 

GOOD 

ACCEPTABLE 

FREDERICK CO 

NR 

ACCEPTABLE 

PENDING 

FREMONT CO. JAIL - DEN 

ACCEPTABLE 

DEFICIENT 

DEFICIENT 

FRIO CO. JAIL - SNA 

AT RISK 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

GARFIELD CO. DET. CTR. - -DEN 

ACCEPTABLE 

DEFICIENT 

REMOVED FROM 
LIST 

GARVIN COUNTY DET. CTR. - DAL 

ACCEPTABLE 

AT RISK 

PENDING 

GASTON CO. JAIL 

NR 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

GENESEE CO. JAIL - BUF 


ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 



ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

GLENDALE CITY JAIL 

NR 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

Glenn E. Dyer Facility 

NR 

ACCEPTABLE 

REMOVED FROM 
LIST 

GOLDEN GROVE DET. CTR 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

GRAHAM CO. JAIL - PHO 

ACCEPTABLE 

NR 

DEFICIENT 

GRAND FORKS CO CORR. CTR. - SPM 

ACCEPTABLE 

PENDING 

DEFICIENT 

GRANT CO. JAIL - SEA 

ACCEPTABLE 

REMOVED FROM 
LIST 

REMOVED FROM 
LIST 

GRANT CO. JAIL (POO) - SEA 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

DEFICIENT 

GRAYSON CO. DET. CTR (FEMALE FAC.) - CHI 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

DEFICIENT 

GRAYSON CO, DET. CTR (MALE FAC.) - CHI 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

DEFICIENT 

GREAT PLAINS CORR. FAC. 

ACCEPTABLE 

NR 

NR 

GREENE COUNTY JAIL - CHI 

ACCEPTABLE 

DEFICIENT 

DEFICIENT 

GREGG COUNTY DETENTION CENTER 

NR 

PENDING 

NR 

GRIMES CO. JAIL - HOU 

ACCEPTABLE 

NR 

NR 

HALL CO. GET. CTR. - ATL 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

HAMILTON CO. JAIL - NOL 

DEFICIENT 

. ACCEPTABLE 

REMOVED FROM 
LIST 

HAMPTON ROADS REG. JAIL - WAS 

GOOD 

GOOD 

GOOD 

HARDIN CO. COR. CTR. - SPM 

GOOD 

GOOD 

GOOD 
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Facility Name 

06 Rating 

07 Rating 

08 Rating 

HARRIS CO. JAIL - ATL 

ACCEPTABLE 

DEFICIENT 

NR 

HARTFORO COMMUNITY CORR. CTR. 

GOOD 

DEFICIENT 

NR 

HERNANDO CO. JAIL 

NR 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

HIGHLAND MOUNTAIN CORR. CTR. 

NR 

GOOD 

ACCEPTABLE 

HILL CO. DET. FAC. - DEN 

GOOD 

GOOD 

ACCEPTABLE 

HOUSTON CONTRACT DET. FAC. - HOU 

GOOD 

SUPERIOR 

ACCEPTABLE 

HOWARD CO. DET. CTR. - BAL 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

DEFICIENT 

HUDSON CO. JAIL - NEW 

ACCEPTABLE 

AT RISK 

ACCEPTABLE 

HUDSPETH CO. JAIL - ELP 

ACCEPTABLE 

NR 

NR 

JACKSON CO. ADULT JAIL - SEA 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

DEFICIENT 

JEFERSON CO. DET. CTR. - CHI 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

DEFICIENT 

JEFFERSON CO. DET. CTR. 

GOOD 

ACCEPTABLE 

DEFICIENT 

JEFFERSON CO. JAIL - BUF 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

DEFICIENT 

JEFFERSON CO. JAIL - (HEL) - DEN 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

DEFICIENT 

JEFFERSON CO. JAIL - CHI 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

DEFICIENT 

JEFFERSON CO. JUSTICE CTR. - CHI 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

DEFICIENT 

JEFFERSON CO. LAW ENFORCEMENT CTR. - (KAS)- CHI 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

DEFICIENT 

JEFFERSON COUNTY JAIL - HOU 

GOOD 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

JENNINGS CITY JAIL - CHI 

ACCEPTABLE 

DEFICIENT 

DEFICIENT 

JOHNSTON CO. DET. CTR ATL 

ACCEPTABLE 

REMOVED FROM 
LIST 

NR 

JOSEPHINE CO. ADULT JAIL - SEA 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

KARNES CO. CORR. CTR. - SNA 

GOOD 

GOOD 

GOOD 

KENOSHA CO. DET, CTR. (KCDC) - CHI 

GOOD 

GOOD 

ACCEPTABLE 

KENOSHA CO. PRE-TRIAL FAC. - CHI 

ACCEPTABLE 

NR 

ACCEPTABLE 

KENT CO. CORR. FAC. - DET 

DEFICIENT 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

KERN CO. SHERIFF’S OFC. 

ACCEPTABLE 

NR 

AT RISK 

KINNEY CO. DET. CTR. 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

KLAMATH COUNTY JAIL (POO) - SEA 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

KODIAK CITY JAIL - SEA 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

DEFICIENT 

KROME SERV. PROC. CTR. - MIA 

GOOD 

GOOD 

PENDING 

LA PAZ CO. DET. FAC. - PHO 

ACCEPTABLE 

DEFICIENT 

NR 

LA PAZ COUNTY DET. FAC. - PHO 

ACCEPTABLE 

DEFICIENT 

NR 

LA SALLE CO. REGIONAL 

GOOD 

ACCEPTABLE 

GOOD 

LACKAWANNA CO. PRISON - PHI 

GOOD 

GOOD 

ACCEPTABLE 

LAFAYETTE STATE JAIL 

NR 

DEFICIENT 

DEFICIENT 

LANE CO. JAIL (POO) - SEA 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

LARAMIE CO. DET CTR. - DEN 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

DEFICIENT 

LAREDO. - SNA 

ACCEPTABLE 

DEFICIENT 

GOOD 

LARIMER CO. DET. CTR. - DEN 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

LASALLE DET. FAC. 

NR 

ACCEPTABLE 

GOOD 

LASALLE PARISH COR. CTR. 

NR 

ACCEPTABLE 

GOOD 

LAWRENCE CO. CORRECTIONS - PHI 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

PENDING 

LAWRENCE CO. JAIL - SPM 

ACCEPTABLE 

DEFICIENT 

DEFICIENT 

LEA CO. DET. CTR. - ELP 

NR 

NR 

ACCEPTABLE 

LEHIGH CO. PRISON 

NR 

ACCEPTABLE 

NR 

LEMON CREEK COR. CTR. - SEA 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

LEWIS & CLARK CO. DET. FAC. 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

NR 
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Facility Name 

06 Rating 

07 Rating 

08 Rating 

LEWIS CO. JAIL 

NR 

DEFICIENT 

DEFICIENT 

LIMESTONE CO. DET. CTR. - SNA 

ACCEPTABLE 

GOOD 

GOOD 

LINCOLN CO. DET. CTR. - CHI 

GOOD 

ACCEPTABLE 

DEFICIENT 

LINN CO 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

LONOKE CITY JAIL - NOL 

NR 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

LUBBOCK CO. JAIL - DAL 

DEFICIENT 

ACCEPTABLE 

DEFICIENT 

LUNA CO, DET. FAC. - ELP 

ACCEPTABLE 

NR 

DEFICIENT 

MACOMB CO. SHER. DEPT. - DET 

ACCEPTABLE 

DEFICIENT 

DEFICIENT 

MADISON CO. JAIL - BUF 

NR 

ACCEPTABLE 

DEFICIENT 

MADISON CO. JAIL - SLC 

ACCEPTABLE 

DEFICIENT 

DEFICIENT 

MAHONING CO. JUSTICE CTR. 


ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

MAPLE HEIGHTS CITY JAIL - DET 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

MARICOPA CO. 4TH AVE. JAIL- PHO 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

DEFICIENT 

MARICOPA DURANGO - PHO 

ACCEPTABLE 

DEFICIENT 

DEFICIENT 

MARICOPA ESTRELLA - PHO 

ACCEPTABLE 

DEFICIENT 

DEFICIENT 

MARICOPA LOWER BUCKEYE JAIL- PHO 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

DEFICIENT 

MARION CO, DET. CTR. 

NR 

NR 

AT RISK 

MARION CO. JAIL 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

MARION CO. JAIL - CHI 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

DEFICIENT 

MAT-SU PRE - TRIAL FAC. - SEA 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

MCHENRY CO. JAIL - CHI 

ACCEPTABLE 

GOOD 

GOOD 

MCKINLEY ADULT DET. CTR. - ELP 

NR 

NR 

ACCEPTABLE 

MCLENNAN CO. JAIL - SNA 

NR 

GOOD 

ACCEPTABLE 

MEADE CO. JAIL - SPM 

ACCEPTABLE 

DEFICIENT 

PENDING 

MECKLENBURG CO. JAIL (CEN FAC.) - ATL 

GOOD 

GOOD 

DEFICIENT 

MECKLENBURG CO. JAIL- NORTH - ATL 

ACCEPTABLE 


DEFICIENT 

MERCER CO. JAIL 

ACCEPTABLE 

NR 

NR 

MESA CO. DET. CTR. - DEN 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

DEFICIENT 

MIDDLESEX CO. JAIL - NEW 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

GOOD 

MIDLAND CO. DET. CTR. - ELP 

ACCEPTABLE 

NR 

DEFICIENT 

MINI-CASSIA CRIM. JUS. CTR - DEN 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

DEFICIENT 

MINNEHAHA CO, JAIL - SPM 

ACCEPTABLE 

GOOD 

NR 

MIRA LOMA DET. CTR. - LOS 


DEFICIENT 

DEFICIENT 

MISSISSIPPI CO. DET. CTR. - CHI 

ACCEPTABLE 

DEFICIENT 

DEFICIENT 

MISSOULA CO. DET. FAC. - DEN 


GOOD 

NR 

MOFFAT CO. DET. CTR. - DEN 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

DEFICIENT 

MONMOUTH CO. JAIL - NYC 

NR 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

MONROE CO. JAIL - BUF 

GOOD 

GOOD 

ACCEPTABLE 

MONROE CO. JAIL (MAIN). - DET 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

MONROE CO. JAIL - MIA 

GOOD 

DEFICIENT 

DEFICIENT 

MONROE CO. JAIL (DORMOTORY) - DET 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

NR 

MONTEREY PARK CITY JAIL - LOS 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

DEFICIENT 

MONTGOMERY CITY JAIL 

ACCEPTABLE 

DEFICIENT 

ACCEPTABLE 

MONTGOMERY CO JAIL 

NR 

DEFICIENT 

ACCEPTABLE 

MONTGOMERY CO. JAIL - CHI 

GOOD 

DEFICIENT 

DEFICIENT 

MONTGOMERY CO. PRISON 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

DEFICIENT 

MORGAN CO. DET, CTR. - CHI 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

DEFICIENT 
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Facility Name 

06 Rating 

07 Rating 

08 Rating 

MORGAN CO. DET. FAC. 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

DEFICIENT 

MOUNTRAIL CO. JAIL - SPM 

ACCEPTABLE 

DEFICIENT 

DEFICIENT 

N. LAS VEGAS DET. CTR. - LOS 

DEFICIENT 

DEFICIENT 

DEFICIENT 

NASSAU CO, JAIL - MIA 

ACCEPTABLE 

DEFICIENT 

DEFICIENT 

NATRONA CO. DET. CTR. - DEN 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

NAVAJO COUNTY DET, FAC. - PHO 

ACCEPTABLE 

DEFICIENT 

NR 

NAVARRO CO JAIL 

NR 

AT RISK 

REMOVED FROM 
LIST 

NEW HANOVER CO 

NR 

ACCEPTABLE 

DEFICIENT 

NEWTON CO. COR. CTR. - HOU 

AT RISK 

NE 

NR 

NIAGARA CO. JAIL - BUF 

NR 

SUPERIOR 

DEFICIENT 

NOBLES CO. JAIL - SPM 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

DEFICIENT 

NORFOLK CO. HOUSE OF CORR. 

NR 

GOOD 

ACCEPTABLE 

NORTH FORK CORR. FAC. 

GOOD 

NR 

NR 

NORTH ROYALTON CITY JAIL 

NR 

ACCEPTABLE 

NR 

NORTHERN OREGON COR. FAC. (POO) - SEA 

GOOD 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

NORTHERN REG. JAIL - PHI 

NR 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

NORTHWEST DET. CTR. - SEA 

SUPERIOR 

GOOD 

GOOD 

NORTHWESTERN REG ADULT DET CENTER 

NR 

DEFICIENT 

DEFICIENT 

ODESSA DETENTION CTR. - ELP 

ACCEPTABLE 

NR 

NR 

OKANOGAN CO. CORR. - SEA 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

PENDING 

OKLAHOMA CO. DET. CTR. - DAL 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

PENDING 

ONEIDA CO. 

NR 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

ONONDAGA CO. JAIL - BUF 

ACCEPTABLE 

DEFICIENT 

ACCEPTABLE 

ONTARIO CO. JAIL 

NR 

ACCEPTABLE 

DEFICIENT 

ORANGE CO 

NR 

ACCEPTABLE 

DEFICIENT 

ORANGE CO. JAIL - CENTRAL BOOKING FAC. - MIA 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

ORIENT ROAD JAIL 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

PENDING 

ORLEANS CO. JAIL - BUF 

ACCEPTABLE 

NR 

NR 

ORLEANS PARISH PRISON 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

AT RISK 

OSBORN CORR INSTITUTION- BOS 

GOOD 

ACCEPTABLE 

NR 

OSWEGO CO. CORR. FAC. - BUF 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

NR 

OTERO CO. PRISON FACILITY - ELP 

GOOD 


ACCEPTABLE 

OZAUKEE CO. JAIL- CHI 

ACCEPTABLE 

NR 

NR 

PALM BEACH CO. JAIL - MIA 

NR 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

PAMUNKEY REG. JAIL - WAS 

GOOD 

GOOD 

ACCEPTABLE 

PARK CO. JAIL - DEN 

GOOD 

GOOD 

DEFICIENT 

PASADENA JAIL - LOS 

ACCEPTABLE 

DEFICIENT 

DEFICIENT 

PATRICK J. SULLIVAN JR. DET. FAC - DEN 

NR 

ACCEPTABLE 

NR 

PEARL RIVER CO. JUSTICE CTR. - NOL 

ACCEPTABLE 

NR 

NR 

PECOS CRIMINAL JUSTICE CTR. - ELP 

ACCEPTABLE 

NR 

NR 

PEMBINA CO. JAIL - SPM 

ACCEPTABLE 

DEFICIENT 

DEFICIENT 

PENNINGTON CO. JAIL - SPM 

GOOD 

GOOD 

PENDING 

PENOBSCOT CO. JAIL - BOS 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

PERRY CO. DET. CTR. 

ACCEPTABLE 

GOOD 

ACCEPTABLE 

PHELPS CO. JAIL - SPM 

GOOD 

GOOD 

GOOD 

PICKAWAY COUNTY JAIL 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

NR 

PIEDMONT REG. JAIL - WAS 

SUPERIOR 

SUPERIOR 

DEFICIENT 












1266 


Facility Name 

06 Rating 

07 Rating 

08 Rating 

PIKE CO. COR. FAC. - PH! 

SUPERIOR 

SUPERIOR 

GOOD 

PINAL CO JAIL 

SUPERIOR 

ACCEPTABLE 

DEFICIENT 

PINE PRAIRIE COR. CTR, - NOL 

ACCEPTABLE 

GOOD 

REMOVED FROM 
LIST 

PINELLAS COUNTY JAIL - MIA 

ACCEPTABLE 

PENDING 

DEFICIENT 

PISCATAQUIS CO. JAIL - BOS 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

PLATTE CO. OET. CTR (KAN) - CHI 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

PLATTE CO. OET. CTR. - DEN 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

DEFICIENT 

PLYMOUTH CO, HOUSE OF CORR. - BOS 

GOOD 

SUPERIOR 

GOOD 

POLK CO. JAIL - SPM 

ACCEPTABLE 

DEFICIENT 

DEFICIENT 

POLK COUNTY ADULT DET. FAC. 

ACCEPTABLE 

AT RISK 

DEFICIENT 

POMONA CITY JAIL - LOS 

DEFICIENT 

DEFICIENT 

DEFICIENT 

PORT ISABEL SER, PROC. CTR. - SNA 

GOOD 

ACCEPTABLE 

DEFICIENT 

POTTAWATTAMIE CO. JAIL - SPM 

GOOD 

GOOD 

ACCEPTABLE 

POTTER CO. DET. FACILITY - DAL 

DEFICIENT 

NR 

NR 

PRINCE WILLIAM-MANASSAS REG. ADC 

NR 

ACCEPTABLE 

DEFICIENT 

PUEBLO CO. DET. CTR. - DEN 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

DEFICIENT 

RAMSEY ADULT DET. CTR. - SPM 

ACCEPTABLE 

DEFICIENT 

PENDING 

RANDALL CO JAIL - DAL 

ACCEPTABLE 

GOOD 

DEFICIENT 

RAPPAHANNOCK REG JAIL - WAS 

GOOD 

GOOD 

DEFICIENT 

REEVES CO. SHERIFF’S DEPT - ELP 

ACCEPTABLE 

NR 

NR 

REGIONAL CORRECTIONAL FACILITY - ELP 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

NR 

RENO CO. JAIL - CHI 

GOOD 

REMOVED FROM 
LIST 

NR 

RICE CO LAW ENFORCEMENT CTR. - CHI 

GOOD 

NR 

AT RISK 

RIVERSIDE REG. JAIL - WAS 

GOOD 

GOOD 

DEFICIENT 

ROCK ISLAND CO. JAIL - CHI 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

DEFICIENT 

ROCKINGHAM CO. JAIL - BOS 

NR 

GOOD 

ACCEPTABLE 

ROCKINGHAM REGIONAL JAIL - WAS 

NR 

1 

ACCEPTABLE 

ROLLING PLAINS REG. DET CTR. - DAL 

ACCEPTABLE 

GOOD 

ACCEPTABLE 

ROSEAU CO. JAIL- SPM 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

SACRAMENTO CO. JAIL - SFR 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

DEFICIENT 

SAGUACHE CO 

NR 

AT RISK 

NR 

SALINE CO. JAIL 

NR 

GOOD 

DEFICIENT 

SALT LAKE CO. ADULT DET. FAC. 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

SAN BERNARDINO CEN. DET. CTR. - LOS 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

DEFICIENT 

SAN DIEGO COR FAC. - SND 


SUPERIOR 

SUPERIOR 

SAN JUAN GSA CTR. - ATL 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

SAN LUIS REGIONAL DET. CTR. 

NR 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

SAN MIGUEL CO. DET. CTR. - ELP 

ACCEPTABLE 

DEFICIENT 

NR 

SAN PEDRO SERV. PROC. CTR. - LOS 

GOOD 

AT RISK 

REMOVED FROM 
LIST 

SANDOVAL CO. DET. CTR. - ELP 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

SANGAMON CO. JAIL - CHI 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

SANTA ANA CITY JAIL - LOS 

ACCEPTABLE 

DEFICIENT 

DEFICIENT 

SANTA CLARA MAIN JAIL - SFR 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

PENDING 

SANTA CRUZ CO. JAIL - PHO 

ACCEPTABLE 

DEFICIENT 

DEFICIENT 

SCOTT CO. JAIL 

DEFICIENT 

DEFICIENT 

NR 

SEAL BEACH DEDT. CTR. 

NR 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 
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Facility Name 

06 Rating 

07 Rating 

08 Ratlnfl 

SEBASTIEN CO. DET. CTR. - NOl 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

DEFICIENT 

SEDGWICK CO. JAIL - CHi 

ACCEPTABLE 

DEFICIENT 

NR 

SENECA CO. JAIL - DET 

ACCEPTABLE 

DEFICIENT 

DEFICIENT 

SEWARD CO. DET.CTR. (KAN) - CHI 

ACCEPTABLE 

NR 

AT RISK 

SHAWNEE CO. DEPT. OF COR. • (KAN) - CHI 

GOOD 

DEFICIENT 

DEFICIENT 

SHERBURNE CO. JAIL - SPM 

SUPERIOR 

DEFICIENT 

PENDING 

SHERIDAN CO. JAIL - DEN 

DEFICIENT 

NR 

NR 

SNYDER CO. JAIL - PHI 

NR 

GOOD 

ACCEPTABLE 

SOLON CITY JAIL - DET 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

SOUTH CENTRAL REGIONAL JAIL - PHI 

GOOD 

GOOD 

ACCEPTABLE 

SOUTH LOUISIANA CORR. CTR. 

ACCEPTABLE 

GOOD 

ACCEPTABLE 

SOUTH TEXAS DET. CTR. - SNA 

AT RISK 

ACCEPTABLE 

GOOD 

SOUTHERN UTE DET. CTR. - DEN 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

ST. CLAIR CO. DET. & INTERVENTION CTR. - DET 

GOOD 

AT RISK 

DEFICIENT 

ST. MARY'S CO, DET. CTR. - BAL 

GOOD 

DEFICIENT 

DEFICIENT 

ST. THOMAS ADULT DET FAC. 

NR 

NR 

ACCEPTABLE 

STEWART DET. CTR. 

PENDING 

DEFICIENT 

AT RISK 

STONE PARK POLICE DEPT. - CHI 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

AT RISK 

STRAFFORD CO 

NR 

GOOD 

ACCEPTABLE 

SUFFOLK CO. - BOS 

GOOD 

GOOD 

GOOD 

SUMMIT CO. JAIL-SFR 

NR 

GOOD 

DEFICIENT 

SUNNYSIDE POLICE DEPT. JAIL - SEA 

ACCEPTABLE 

AT RISK 

REMOVED FROM 
LIST 

SUSSEX CO. JAIL (KEOGH) - NEW 

GOOD 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

SWEETWATER CO. 

NR 


DEFICIENT 

T. DON HUTTO 

NR 

NR 

NR 

TAYLOR CO- DAL 

NR 

ACCEPTABLE 

AT RISK 

TELLER COUNTY JAIL 

NR 

NR 

ACCEPTABLE 

TENISAS PARISH DET CTR. - NOL 

GOOD 

GOOD 

GOOD 

TETON CO. JAIL - DEN 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

DEFICIENT 

TIOGA COUNTY PRISON 

NR 

DEFICIENT 

DEFICIENT 

TITUS COUNTY DETENTION CENTER 

NR 

ACCEPTABLE 

NR 

TOM GREEN CO. JUSTICE CTR. 

NR 

GOOD 

ACCEPTABLE 

TOOELE CO. DET CTR. - SFR 

NR 

ACCEPTABLE 

DEFICIENT 

TOOLE CO. SHERIFFS OFFICE - SLC 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

DEFICIENT 

TORRANCE CO. DET. FAC - ELP 

SUPERIOR 

DEFICIENT 

ACCEPTABLE 

TRAILL CO. JAIL - SPM 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

TRI-COUNTY DET. CTR. - CHI 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

TWIN FALLS CRIMINAL JUSTICE FAC. - DEN 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

DEFICIENT 

UMATILLA COUNTY JAIL - SEA 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

DEFICIENT 

UNALASKA CITY JAIL - SEA 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

UTAH CO. JAIL - SFR 

NR 

GOOD 

GOOD 

VENTURA CO. JAIL - LOS 

ACCEPTABLE 

DEFICIENT 

DEFICIENT 

VERMONT DEPT. OF CORR. /NORTHERN STATE - BOS 

GOOD 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

VERMONT DEPT. OF CORR. (DALE WMN FAC.) - BOS 

GOOD 

GOOD 

ACCEPTABLE 

VIRGINIA BEACH JAIL CORRECTIONAL CENTER 

NR 

DEFICIENT 

ACCEPTABLE 

W. BATON ROUGE PARISH DET. CTR. - NOL 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

W. TENNESSEE DET. FAC. - NOL 

NR 

GOOD 

GOOD 
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Facility Name 

06 Rating 

07 Rating 

08 Rating 

WAKULLA CO. SHERIFF'S OFFICE - MIA 

ACCEPTABLE 

DEFICIENT 

PENDING 

WARD CO. SHERIFF OFFICE - ELP 

ACCEPTABLE 

NR 

NR 

WASATCH CO. JAIL - SLC 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

NR 

WASHIGNTON CO. JAIL 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

NR 

WASHINGTON CO. JAIL - BOS 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

WASHINGTON CO. JAIL - NOL 

ACCEPTABLE 

DEFICIENT 

DEFICIENT 

WASHINGTON CO. JAIL - SPIV! 

GOOD 

NR 

NR 

WASHOE CO. JAIL - SFR 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

DEFICIENT 

WAYNE CO. JAIL 

ACCEPTABLE 

GOOD 

DEFICIENT 

WAYNE CO. JAIL (WILLIAM DICKERSON FACILITY) 

ACCEPTABLE 

GOOD 

DEFICIENT 

WEBB CO. 

ACCEPTABLE 

DEFICIENT 

GOOD 

WEBER CO. JAIL FAC. - SFR 

GOOD 

GOOD 

DEFICIENT 

WEST TEXAS DET. CTR. - ELP 

ACCEPTABLE 

DEFICIENT 

ACCEPTABLE 

WESTMORELAND CO. PRISON - PHI 

ACCEPTABLE 

NR 

NR 

WHITFIELD COUNTY JAIL 

RN 

NR 

PENDING 

WICOMICO CO. DET. CTR. - BAL 

ACCEPTABLE 

DEFICIENT 

REMOVED FROM 
LIST 

WILLACY CO. DET. CTR. 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

NR 

WILLACY CO. REG. DET, FACILITY - SNA 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

NR 

WILLIAMSON CO. JAIL - NOL 

NR 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

WINKLER CO. SHERIFF FAC. - ELP 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

NR 

WORCESTER CO. DET. CTR. - BAL 

ACCEPTABLE 

DEFICIENT 

DEFICIENT 

WYOMING CO. JAIL - BUF 

NR 

ACCEPTABLE 

DEFICIENT 

YAKIMA CO. DEPT. OF CORR. - SEA 

NR 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

YAVAPAI CO. DET. CTR. - PHO 

ACCEPTABLE 

DEFICIENT 

ACCEPTABLE 

YAVAPAI COUNTY JAIL- PHO 

ACCEPTABLE 

DEFICIENT 

PENDING 

YELLOWSTONE CO. DET. FAC (HEL) - DEN 

GOOD 

GOOD 

NR 

YORK CO. DET. CTR. 

SUPERIOR 

ACCEPTABLE 

DEFICIENT 

YORK CO. PRISON - PHI 

DEFICIENT 

DEFICIENT 

DEFICIENT 

YORK CORR. INSTITUTE - BOS 

SUPERIOR 

ACCEPTABLE 

ACCEPTABLE 

YUBA CO. JAIL -SFR 

GOOD 

DEFICIENT 

PENDING 


Berks Family Residential Center: T. Don Hutto Residential Center: 


Nationality 

Total 

Number of 
Individuals 
in Custody 
for the FY 

Total 

Number 

of 

Families 

in 

Custody 
for the 

FY 

Number of 
individuals 
Currently 
in Custody 

Nationality 

Total 

Number 

of 

Individua 
Is in 

Custody 
for the 

FY 

Total 

Number 

of 

Families 

in 

Custody 
for the 

FY 

Number of 
individuals 
Currently 
in Custody 

Argentina 

4 

2 

0 

Argentina 

0 

0 

0 

Armenia 


1 

0 

Armenia 

5 

2 

0 

Belize 

0 

0 

0 

Belize 

3 

1 

0 1 

Brazil 

8 

3 

0 

Brazil 

32 

14 

0 

Cameroon 

2 

1 

0 

Cameroon 

6 

2 

0 

Canada 

0 

0 

0 

Canada 

4 

1 

0 

■ 

0 

0 

0 

Chile 

4 

2 

0 


6 

3 

0 

China 

12 

5 

0 












1269 





























































































































































































1270 


Criminal Alien Program 


Question: Update and submit for the most recent data available, the charts presented in the Criminal Alien 
Program section of the 2009 hearing record (2009, Part 5, pages 208-210). 


ANSWER: Please see the chart that follows. 


Fiscal Year 

2005 

2006 

2007 

2008 

2009 (YTD) 

Cases Processed 

35,167 

67,850 

164,296 

221,085 

133,118 

Removals* 


10,884 

59,173 

113,395 

83,668 


*Figures for FYs 2006, 2007 and 2008 are reflective of historical CAP removals 
♦Removal figures for FYs 2006, 2007 and 2008 were locked in I IDS on 4/1/2009 
♦Removal figures far FY 2009 are as reported in HDS as of 5/13/09 
♦Removal figures include returns 

*On August 11, 2008, ICE replaced its case management system. The numbers reported using the new system may differ from those 
reported in previous years on the basis of information in the previous system of records. 

In 2007, ICE conducted a risk assessment of all state and local facilities. The assessment generated a weighted 
score for each jail and prison within the United States and ranked the facilities using four distinct thresholds. 
Prior to the 2007 assessment, ICE did not capture statistics related to facilities covered by the Criminal Alien 
Program (CAP). The 24 ICE Detention and Removal Operations (DRO) Field Offices also sent letters to all the 
jails and prisons identified in the risk assessment within their respective areas of responsibility, explaining how 
the program transitioned from the ICE Office of Investigations to DRO and provided the contact information of 
the local DRO Field Office for CAP referrals. 

In 2009, another risk assessment was conducted to update the rankings. The 2009 risk assessment has four 
threshold levels of risk. A “Level 1” institution has the highest risk based on six “risk rating” factors, which 
include: (1) number of foreign born inmates; (2) number of weekly releases; (3) number of inmates when the 
foreign bom population is unknown; (4) population density; (5) state prison release site; and (6) security level. 
Each Field Office assigns a “weighted score” to each of these risk factors for each jail on the basis of a sliding 
scale. Field Offices then total the scores of the six risk factors to derive a “total weighted score” for each jail. 
Finally, Field Offices assign a risk threshold level to each jail on the basis of the total weighted scores. The 
threshold levels are: Level I (300-399), Level II (200-299), Level 111 (100-199) and Level IV (0-99). 

These facilities include: 

• Federal Bureau of Prisons: 135 

• State Correctional Facilities: 1,147 

• City/County Jails: 3,084 

• Native American: 9 

The following are the risk assessment cross tabulation tables: 

CAP Institutions by Threshold and Level of Coverage 


CROSSTAB TH RESHOLD BY LEVEL OF COVERAGE 

THRESHOLD 

100% SCREENING 

LIMITED COVERAGE 

TOTAL 

Level I (300-399) 

18 

0 

18 

Level I! (200-299) 

507 

46 

553 

Level 111(100-199) 

886 

4 1 0| 

1,296 

Level IV (0-99) 

422 

2,086 

2,508 
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CROSSTAB THRESHOLD BY LEVEL OF COVERAGE 

THRESHOLD 

100% SCREENING 

LIMITED COVERAGE 

TOTAL 

TOTAL 

1,833 

2,542 

4,375 


CAP Institutions by Type of Threshold 


CROSS TABULATION INSTITUTION TYPE BY THRESHOLD 

Institution Type 

Level I (300-399) 

Level II (200-299) 

Level Hi (100-199) 

Level IV (0-99) 

Total for Threshold by 
institution Type 

1 - Federal 

0 

15 

110 

10 

135 

2 - State 

12 

431 

548 

356 

1,147 

3 - County/City 

6 

107 

634 

2,337 

3,084 

4 - Native American 

0 

0 

4 

5 

9 

Total 

18 

553 

1,296 

2,508 

4,375 


Fugitive Operations Teams 

Question: Please provide for the record, as far back as possible, a chart that shows by fiscal year the number of 
arrests by fugitive operations teams of: individuals who had absconded from final orders of removal and had 
prior criminal convictions, individuals who had absconded from final orders of removal and did not have 
criminal records, individuals who had not absconded from final orders of removal and had criminal records, and 
individuals who had not absconded from final orders of removal and did not have criminal records. 

ANSWER: ICE provides the following data which is current as of May 8. 2009. Also, please note that the 
term absconder is used synonymously with the word fugitive when used in the Fugitive Operations arena. 



Fugitive Criminal 

Fugitive Non-criminal 

Non-fugitive Criminal 

Non-fugitive Non-criminal 

FY 2003 

613 

946 

153 

188 

FY 2004 

2596 

2689 

577 

722 

FY 2005 

2416 

3365 

1180 

998 

FY 2006 

2645 

7464 

1880 

3473 

FY 2007 

2677 

15646 

2755 

9329 

FY 2008 

5652 

20283 

2267 

5952 

FY 2009* 

6557 

10192 

2662 

2826 


*As of 5/8/2009 


The Fugutive Operations cost per arrest is as follows: 


FY 2008 : 


FY 2009: 


Budget: $218,945,000 Budget: $226,000,000 

Arrests: 34, 1 55 Arrests (as of 8/24/2009): 3 1 ,439 


Cost per arrest: $6,410 


Cost per arrest: $7,188* 


*Note that the FY 2009 Cost per arrest will decline as the remaining 5 weeks of the year produce additional 
arrests. 


In addition. Fugitive Operations can also be looked at as a cost per fugitive, in two different ways: 
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A, Using Fugitive backlog : (the primary mission of the National Fugitive Operations Program (NFOP) is the 
reduction of the fugitive backlog. To accurately reflect the expenditures using this formula, all fugitive 
categories measured would be included. These categories include: Arrests, Located/Detainer, Category Changes 
and Case Closures) 


FY 2008 : 


FY 2009: 


Budget: $218,945,000 Budget: $226,000,000 

Cumu lative fugitives: 40,444 Cumulative fugitives (as of 8/24/2009): 38,996 


Cost per fugitive: $5,390 


Cost per fugitive: $5,795* 


♦Note that the FY 2009 Cost per fugitive will decline as the remaining 5 weeks of the year produce additional 
fugitives. 


B. Using Fugitive backlog, including Fugitive Operations Support Center (FOSC) : (in the past, the FOSC 
has been able to clear a large portion of the backlog that required much simpler follow-up to close. As these 
simpler cases are cleared and removed from the backlog, it grows more labor intensive and costly for FOSC to 
perform these closures. In addition, national security threats and criminal fugitives are given the highest priority 
and are inherently more difficult to locate, lending to more costly operation) 


FY 2008: 


FY 2009 : 


Budget: $218,945,000 Budget: $226,000,000 

Cumulative Fugitives: 95,860 Cumulative Fugitives (as of 8/24/2009): 71,437 


Cost per fugitive: $2,284 


Cost per fugitive: S3, 163* 


*Note that the FY 2009 cost per fugitive will decline as the remaining 5 weeks of the year produce additional 
fugitives. 


Operation Community Shield 

Questions: Please provide for the record, as far back as possible, a chart that shows by fiscal year the number 
of arrests made by Operation Community Shield, the number of those arrested who had previous criminal 
convictions and were subsequently deported, the number of those arrested who did not have previous criminal 
convictions and were subsequently deported, the number of those arrested who had previous criminal 
convictions and were not subsequently deported, and the number of those arrested who did not have previous 
criminal convictions and were not subsequently deported. 

ANSWER: In February 2005, ICE launched Operation Community Shield (OCS) as a national law 
enforcement initiative that assembles all of ICE’s law enforcement authorities to combat violent transnational 
street gangs. OCS is part of a comprehensive approach to coordinate with federal, state and local law 
enforcement partners to disrupt and dismantle transnational criminal street gangs. Since the inception of OCS, 
over 12,968 known gang members and associates have been arrested, of which 4,953 have been arrested on 
criminal violations and 8,01 5 on administrative immigration violations. Almost 40% (5,029) of those arrested 
have a violent criminal history past. The table below represents aliens subject to removal from the United 
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States. U.S. citizens arrested as part of Operation Community Shield gang enforcement operations are not 
included in the below table. 


Fiscal ye <n 

p Arrested 

a of Non-Crim Not Removed 

= of trim Not Removed 

w of Non-Crim Removed 

= of Dim Removed 

2005 

1,427 

534 

94 

521 

27B 

2006 

2,635 

1035 

346 

664 

530 

2007 

2,370 

1194 

243 

567 

366 

2000 

3,870 

1692 

528 

1154 

496 


*As reported in IlDs as of 5/17/09 


Federal Protective Service 


Question: Please provide a chart that shows, by location, the current number of FPS in-service field staff 
(police officers, inspectors, area commanders, and special agents), the current number of other FPS employees, 
the planned location FPS in-service field staff who will be hired in fiscal year 2009, and the planned location of 
other FPS employees who will be hired in fiscal year 2009. 

ANSWER: This materia! is classified Law Enforcement Sensitive and is available in the Subcommittee 
offices. 


Question: Please provide for the record updated FPS management reports for fiscal years 2006, 2007 and 
2008, as provided on pages 227 through 229. 

ANSWER: FPS Management Reports for years 2006, 2007 and 2008 are attached as “2006-2009 FPS 
Management Reports”. For clarification, miscellaneous offense totals (series 12 and series 21 on the reports) 
are explained below. 

Series 12 - Miscellaneous includes incidents, such as: kidnapping; attempted kidnapping; verbal, written 
electronic (e-mail) threats, excluding bomb threats; letter or package containing actual weapons-of- 
mass-destruction materials; letters or packages deemed suspicious, but later determined to be harmless; 
letters or packages that contain no legitimate information, yet contains no threat; mail threat hoax letter 
containing suspect material, later found harmless; mail threats (except bomb); verbal, telephonic or 
written electronic harassments (computer/e-mail); attempted telephone threat (except bomb threats); 
obscene telephone calls; warrant arrest state/local- felony; warrant arrest state/local-misdemeanor; 
warrant arrest federal administrative; warrant arrest federal criminal; restraining order violation. 

Series 21 - Miscellaneous includes violation notices; lost and found articles; damaged government 
property; damaged personal property; inventory shortage; officer standby during and event that may 
require assistance; facility problems; court time; miscellaneous incident not covered elsewhere; illness 
of government employee or contract guard; illness of non-govemment employee; domestic altercation. 

FPS is implementing new technologies including: the Post Tracking System, the Risk Assessment Management 
Program and the Computer Aided Dispatch and Information System to improve data integrity and allow more 
effective tracking of the work performed by FPS personnel and contract security guards. 
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QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD SUBMITTED BY 

THE HONORABLE HAROLD ROGERS 


Michael Aytes, Acting Deputy Director, 

United States Citizenship and Immigration Services 
Marcy Forman, Director, Office of Investigations, 

U.S. Immigration and Customs Enforcement 
David Venturella, Executive Director, Secure Communities, 
U.S. Immigration and Customs Enforcement 
Priorities Enforcing Immigration Law 


Worksite Enforcement 


Question: Please explain ICE’s current worksite enforcement policy, including enforcement priorities and 
obligations under current law when encountering known illegal aliens in the course of an operation or 
investigation. 

ANSWER: ICE’s obligations with respect to illegal workers have not changed. The arrest of illegal workers 
will continue. The arrest of illegal workers alone, however, does not sufficiently penalize their employers. 
Therefore, prosecuting employers is the focus of the new Worksite Enforcement (WSE) Strategy. The goal of 
the new WSE Strategy, announced April 30, 2009, is threefold: 1) to penalize those employers who knowingly 
violate the law, 2) to serve as a deterrent to those tempted to circumvent employment laws and regulations, and 
3) to encourage employers to utilize compliance programs. Employers who choose to violate employment 
verification and immigration law must be held accountable. 

JCE believes that an increased number of criminal prosecutions of employers, along with seizure of assets 
obtained as a result of knowingly employing unauthorized workers, will serve to make employers more aware 
of the consequences of unlawful hiring practices. In addition to criminal prosecutions and asset forfeiture, ICE 
will utilize its authorities to conduct more Form 1-9 Inspections and initiate administrative fines when 
appropriate on those employers who violate the law from doing business with the government. Additionally, 
ICE will also consider using its debarment authority regarding those businesses that have been found to violate 
the employment provisions of the Immigration and Nationality Act. 

ICE’s current WSE policy does not alter ICE’s authority or ability to use discretion when encountering illegal 
aliens. 
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Deferred Action 


Question: Please explain ICE’s policy and practice of using deferred action in the course of an investigation or 
in the context of an agreement with or at the request of the United States Attorney. 

ANSWER: Deferred action is defined as “an act of administrative convenience to the government which gives 
some cases lower priority.” 8 C.F.R. § 274a.l2(c)(14). Deferred action does not confer legal immigration 
status upon an alien. An alien granted deferred action, however, may be granted employment authorization. 

Typically, in the context of an open investigation, decisions to grant deferred action are made on a case-by-case 
basis in accordance with applicable laws and regulations and in consultation with the relevant United States 
Attorney’s Office. While an Assistant United States Attorney may request deferred action for a specific case, 
the ultimate decision on whether to grant deferred action is made by the relevant Special Agent in Charge 
(SAC). 


Question: Please provide a detailed explanation of how ICE ensures compliance with immigration 
enforcement actions/requirements in circumstances where deferred action is applied in the course of an 
investigation or in the context of an agreement with or at the request of the United States Attorney. 

ANSWER: Local field offices and investigating agents are responsible for monitoring and supervising any 
individual granted deferred action. This may include home visits by the investigating agent, regular reporting to 
the local field office, or telephonic reporting requirements. These requirements may be modified over time on 
the basis of case-specific factors. 

If formal removal proceedings are initiated, the individual is subject to the same custody and bond 
determinations applicable to any other similarly situated alien, meaning they may be detained in custody, 
released on bond or released on an Order of Recognizance. 


Question: Please provide historical data on the number of illegal aliens who absconded once deferred action 
was applied. 

ANSWER: Unfortunately, the database ICE uses to track immigration cases does not provide a method to 
track the number of aliens who absconded after being granted deferred action. Currently, there are 2,372 
individuals in the ICE database designated as Deferred Action Granted. These individuals have current grants 
of deferred action and are on some form of supervised release. These cases are reviewed annually by the field 
office with jurisdiction. When these individuals abscond, the individual becomes a fugitive and the case is 
designated as an ICE Fugitive. 
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QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD SUBMITTED BY 

THE HONORABLE LUCILLE ROYBAL-ALLARD 

Marcy Forman, Director, Office of Investigations, 
U.S. Immigration and Customs Enforcement 

Priorities Enforcing Immigration Law 


The Detention of Vulnerable Immigrants 

Question: What are ICE’s policies with regard to the detention of members of vulnerable populations, such as 
pregnant women, the elderly and individuals with serious medical conditions? 

ANSWER: DRO field office directors are authorized by law and directed by policy to exercise discretion at all 
stages of the enforcement process. From planning fugitive operations to enforcing final orders of removal, 
DRO field offices are encouraged to exercise discretion in those cases where a vulnerable alien is encountered. 

Pursuant to ICE Directive 7-1.0, a favorable exercise of discretion may be considered whenever a medical or 
psychological evaluation, diagnosis, treatment plan or other documentation provided by a qualified medical or 
psychological professional indicates the existence of a serious medical condition or an impairment that makes 
detention inappropriate. In conjunction with this directive, DRO field office directors have been provided with 
a list of medical conditions that are sufficiently serious to warrant the initiation of a file review and 
consideration of discretion. Such medical conditions include end stage/terminal illness, blindness, advanced 
immune-compromised diseases, and advanced chronic conditions with significant complications. 

In cases involving a serious medical condition and pregnancy, and where detention is required by law, DRO 
monitors the detainee to ensure appropriate medical treatment and medication is provided. In addition, ICE 
maintains a list of detainees who are pregnant or who have serious medical conditions to ensure their care is 
adequate, and to identify opportunities for parole. 


Question: Does ICE track the number of vulnerable immigrants it detains? 

ANSWER: ICE tracks the number of some categories of vulnerable populations on immigrants. ICE tracks the 
number of detainees who are minors and unaccompanied minors. It also tracks the number of pregnant 
detainees as well as other medical conditions of detainees under the care of the Division of Immigrant Health 
Services (DIHS). ICE plans to expand its tracking of other vulnerable populations, effective FY 2010. 


Question: If so, how many are currently in the agency's custody? 
ANSWER: As of May 15, 2009, ICE has 48 pregnant aliens in its custody. 
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Informing Rapid Repatriation Participants of Their Rights 

Rapid Repatriation is an ICE initiative designed to quickly deport immigrants with low-level offenses by 
offering them a reduced sentence in exchange for waiving the right to a deportation proceeding. For those with 
no chance to obtain immigration status, this may be a good offer. However, Rapid Repatriation (REPAT) may 
not provide immigrants with sufficient legal information to make an informed decision about whether to accept 
repatriation. 

Question: What resources to do you provide through the Rapid Repatriation Program to inform immigrants of 
their rights? 

ANSWER: State correctional facilities provide individuals who may be eligible to participate in the Rapid 
REPAT program with written information regarding the program requirements as well as the criteria for 
eligibility. The inmate would then be required to submit a state-issued application in order to participate in the 
program. ICE currently has Rapid Repatriation Agreements or Memoranda of Understanding with New York, 
Arizona, Georgia, Rhode Island and Puerto Rico. 

Potential participants under the Rapid REPAT program have already been afforded the same notice and 
opportunity to exercise their administrative rights as are aliens processed by ICE in any other context. It is a 
requirement for the Rapid REPAT program that an individual have an outstanding administrative removal order 
prior to acceptance into the program. During the administrative process, aliens are served with ICE charging 
documents. These provide notice about the right to challenge the charges, to request asylum and to obtain 
counsel. In addition, aliens are also provided a list of pro bono attorneys in the local area. 

Once the alien is in the state parole process, ICE docs not provide an additional advice of rights. The aliens 
necessarily had been advised as part of the administrative removal process. The state’s parole boards advise 
individuals of the conditions of their parole and right to counsel as they would for any other potential parolee. 
However, individuals still have the right to decline the parole if they decide that the conditions arc 
unacceptable. The convening parole board explains that right, as part of the parole process and apart from ICE. 
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